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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

We give You thanks, O God, for giv-
ing us another day. Please help us to
use it well.

We ask Your blessing upon this as-
sembly and upon all to whom the au-
thority of government is given. Help
them to meet their responsibilities
during these days, to attend to the im-
mediate needs and concerns of the mo-
ment, all the while, enlightened by the
majesty of Your creation and Your
eternal Spirit.

We give You thanks that we all can
know and share the fruits of Your Spir-
it, especially in this time, the virtue of
tolerance and reconciliation, of justice
and righteousness, of goodwill and un-
derstanding, of patience and loving
care for others.

Watch over this House and cause
Your blessing to be upon each Member,
that they might serve all the people
with sincerity and truth.

May all that is done within the peo-
ple’s House this day be for Your great-
er honor and glory.

Amen.

———————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. JOHNSON) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 5 requests for 1-minute
speeches on each side of the aisle.

——————

SEQUESTRATION

(Mr. WITTMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress faces looming deadlines at the
end of this year, set to take effect in
the first days of 2013. Just as we ring in
a new year with a renewed sense of op-
timism, if Congress does not act, loom-
ing defense cuts will cripple our mili-
tary and this Nation.

Our military will be forced to cut an
additional 10 percent from its budgets;
an additional 10 percent of resources
supporting our troops deployed over-
seas, fighting for our freedoms; an ad-
ditional 10 percent of budgets sup-
porting new technologies, training, and
ships already lacking maintenance and
which are behind schedule; an addi-
tional 10 percent of our national secu-
rity.

While the House passed, and I proud-
ly supported, legislation in May to
avert these cuts, action is still needed
by the Senate and the administration.

Why does Congress continue to wait?
Why does Congress procrastinate on an
issue so pressing and so important to
this Nation? Who will answer the call?

Leaving this issue to the last minute
is irresponsible, and failure is not an
option. I urge the leaders of this Na-
tion to stop the delay.

REMEMBERING 11 ISRAELI
OLYMPIANS

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, in 1972,
Palestinian terrorists broke into the
Israeli Olympic compound and mur-
dered, in cold blood, 11 Israeli athletes.

In the 40 years since, shamefully, the
International Olympic Committee has
refused to have a minute of silence to
commemorate these 11 martyrs. They
have rejected it time and time again.
And tomorrow, the Olympic Games are
starting in London, and they have re-
jected it again, shamefully.

So I will use the rest of my 1-minute
to do a moment of silence for the 11
Israeli athletes who lost their lives at
the 1972 Olympic Games.

FILIPINO VETERANS DAY
ANNIVERSARY

(Mr. HECK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HECK. Mr. Speaker, 71 years ago
today, President Roosevelt inducted
over 40,000 Filipino troops into the
United States Army to counter the
Japanese threat. Following the occupa-
tion of the Philippines, thousands more
Filipinos would join the resistance as
recognized guerrilla forces working in
cooperation with the U.S. Army. How-
ever, due to the Rescissions Act of 1946,
the service and sacrifice of these brave
Filipino veterans would go unrecog-
nized by the U.S. Government for the
next 63 years.

Congress finally acknowledged the
dedicated service of these veterans
when it established the Filipino Vet-
erans Equity Compensation Fund in
2009. Although meager in comparison
to the benefits these veterans earned,
this compensation fund provided the
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recognition they deserved. Yet today,
bureaucratic roadblocks continue to
prevent nearly 4,000 of these aging
World War II veterans from collecting
the benefits they are due.

Five of these gentlemen pictured
here reside in my district. They range
in age from 83 to 100 years old. Regret-
tably, two others recently passed away.
Many more will pass without ever ob-
taining the recognition they deserve if
this body does not act to remove the
barriers preventing these veterans
from receiving the benefits they have
earned.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in fighting to ensure these hon-
orable World War II veterans are appro-
priately recognized.

———

MOMENT OF SILENCE FOR THE
1972 ISRAELI OLYMPIANS

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I will use
my time to observe a minute of silence
for the Munich 11 who lost their lives
at the 1972 Olympic Games.

Thank you.

———

EXCESSIVE FEDERAL
REGULATIONS

(Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
take a look at this. Take a look at the
regulatory red tape that’s strangling
America’s small businesses, our job
creators. Every time I travel up and
down the Ohio River, businesses, both
large and small, tell me that new regu-
lations and the threat of more are
keeping them from hiring and expand-
ing.

Unemployment has been above 8 per-
cent for the past 41 months, and Amer-
ica’s job creators are speaking loud and
clear that they want certainty. They
want to grow and expand. And as a
small business owner myself, I know
firsthand the destructive burden of ex-
cessive regulation.

Today this House will take an impor-
tant step toward freeing America’s job
creators from these excessive regula-
tions. The Red Tape Reduction and
Small Business Job Creation Act puts a
stop to President Obama’s unchecked
power to issue costly and job-Killing
regulations on a whim. I encourage my
colleagues to stand with me in sup-
porting this legislation that will em-
power job creators to put America back
to work.

———

RECOGNIZING LONG JUMP
OLYMPIAN GEORGE KITCHENS, JR.
(Mr. BARROW asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize George Kitchens,
Jr., from Augusta, Georgia, who will be
representing our State and our Nation
at the London Olympic Games begin-
ning tomorrow. George will be making
his very first Olympic appearance in
the men’s long jump. A former Clemson
Tiger All-American athlete, George
will be the first member of the Tigers
long jump team to advance to the
Olympic Games.

The American Olympic team is made
up of 530 men and women. For the first
time in history, this Olympic team will
feature more female athletes than
male athletes. Of the 302 medal events
at the Olympic Games, the United
States will be represented at 246.

We look forward to watching George
win the gold when the men’s long jump
team takes the spotlight on Friday,
August 3. I know I speak for all of my
colleagues in wishing our American
Olympic team the best of luck in Lon-
don.

——
[ 0910

CONDEMNING ALEXANDER
LUKASHENKO

(Mr. TURNER of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. TURNER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, 1 rise today to express my
concern that Alexander Lukashenko,
president of Belarus, continues to rule
over Europe’s last dictatorship. Despite
continued promises of reform,
Lukashenko continues to deny the peo-
ple of Belarus their basic freedoms and
human rights, and runs the country as
a authoritarian dictatorship.

In fact, after Mr. Lukashenko’s
fraudulent election in 2010, 700 political
opponents and activists were arrested
during demonstrations. This is just one
example of the type of persecution the
people of Belarus have been subjected
to in these past 18 years. Lukashenko’s
total disregard for the people he swore
to protect is appalling, alarming, and
should not be tolerated.

I'm here today to draw attention to
this matter and publicly condemn
Lukashenko and his regime for their
continuing oppression of the people of
Belarus, and offer my support for the
country’s civilians and pro-democracy
forces.

————

AMERICA NEEDS A FARM BILL
NOW

(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today with a very simple mes-
sage from rural America: we need a
farm bill, and we need it now. With the
current farm bill set to expire at the
end of September, it is crucial that we
continue to provide certainty to one of
the few bright spots in our economy
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over the past decade. It is all the more
crucial to our farmers that we do this
as they are staring at cracked, dried-
out soil resulting from one of the worst
droughts in modern history.

The newspaper Politico looked back
50 years—longer than I've been alive—
and found that never before has a farm
bill been this close to being passed and
been blocked by House leadership. This
is absolutely unacceptable.

Southern Minnesotans can’t afford to
deal with the uncertainty that follows
out-of-date policy extensions or lame
duck sessions. Lame, for sure.

Don’t kick the can down the road.
The Senate has passed a bill. The 2012
farm bill passed out of committee on
July 12 with a bipartisan vote of 35-11,
saving $36 billion for the taxpayers.

My farmers in southern Minnesota
are up before dawn working until after
dark. We are leaving at noon today. We
have 17 days between now and Novem-
ber 6 to work here in Washington. That
is so unacceptable. No one will agree to
that. Pass the farm bill. Pass it now.

———

U.N. ARMS TREATY VIOLATES U.S.
CONSTITUTION

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
draft of the U.N. Arms Trade Treaty
called ATT is an attempt by Third
World countries to control guns world-
wide, including personal firearms in
the United States. Under the section of
‘“‘scope,” the treaty indicates that the
covered items include small arms and
light weapons. The language is so
broad that nations are expected to
track all weapons movements from the
time they are manufactured until their
destruction. The language is vague so
that the treaty could be interpreted to
restrict the ability of the U.S. to help
arm its allies, like Taiwan and Israel.

The treaty presents a clear and
present danger to the Second Amend-
ment of the U.S. Constitution. It al-
lows the U.N. to steal our liberty. It is
unbelievable that this administration
is even considering signing this docu-
ment. The Senate should never approve
it if the President signs onto it. The
President should ignore the treaty be-
cause he took an oath to the U.S. Con-
stitution, not to the U.N. charter.

And that’s just the way it is.

CONDEMNING ANTI-SAFETY
LEGISLATION

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, today
the House will vote on legislation to
block all new Federal regulations. I'm
concerned that this bill would damage
our ability to improve aviation safety,
which the bipartisan western New York
delegation has long promoted.

We fought alongside the families of
Flight 3407, who lost loved ones in a
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preventable air crash near Buffalo. Due
to their passion and dedication, Con-
gress passed historic aviation safety re-
forms 2 years ago. But this bill would
prevent many of those reforms from be-
coming reality.

Our colleague, KATHY HOCHUL at-
tempted to offer an amendment to pro-
tect these reforms from this morato-
rium. Inexplicably, the Rules Com-
mittee blocked her amendment. These
reforms have the support of both par-
ties, but now partisan politics is get-
ting in the way of lifesaving regula-
tions. I urge the defeat of this anti-
safety legislation.

CONDEMNING THE ATROCITIES
THAT OCCURRED IN AURORA,
COLORADO

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker,

pursuant to the order of the House of
July 25, 2012, I call up the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 134) con-
demning, in the strongest possible
terms, the heinous atrocities that oc-
curred in Aurora, Colorado, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 134

Whereas, on July 20, 2012, an armed gun-
man opened fire at a movie theater in Au-
rora, Colorado, Kkilling 12 and wounding 58
others;

Whereas many individuals at the theater
selflessly sought to aid and protect others
above their own safety;

Whereas the Aurora Police Department
and the Aurora Fire Department quickly and
bravely acted to prevent the additional loss
of life; and

Whereas local, State, and Federal law en-
forcement, firefighter, and medical service
professionals performed their duties with ut-
most skill and coordination: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress—

(1) condemns, in the strongest possible
terms, the heinous atrocities that occurred
in Aurora, Colorado;

(2) offers its condolences to the families,
friends, and loved ones of those who were
killed in the attack and expresses its hope
for the rapid and complete recovery of the
wounded;

(3) applauds the hard work and dedication
exhibited by the hundreds of local, State,
and Federal officials and the others who of-
fered their support and assistance; and

(4) honors the resilience of the community
of the City of Aurora and the State of Colo-
rado in the face of such adversity.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WOMACK). Pursuant to the order of the
House of Wednesday, July 25, 2012, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. COFF-
MAN) and the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. PERLMUTTER) each will control 15
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN).

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, we can never explain nor fully
comprehend evil, but last Friday we
were reminded of its existence. The
face of evil emerged when a cold blood-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ed, calculating mass murderer trapped
unsuspecting movie patrons packed in
a darkened theater in my hometown of
Aurora, Colorado.

Today, on the floor of the United
States House of Representatives, we
pause to again remember the victims
of this horrendous crime and to honor
the courage of so many who put their
own lives at risk to limit the carnage.

The victims who lost their lives in
the early morning hours of last Friday
are: Veronica Moser, age 6; Alex Teves,
age 24; Jessica Ghawi, age 24; Alex Sul-
livan, age 27; Matt McQuinn, age 2T;
Micayla Medek, age 23; John Larimer,
age 27; A.J. Boik, age 18; Rebecca
Wingo, age 32; John Blunk, age 26;
Jesse Childress, age 29; Gordon Cowden,
age b1.

Aurora is a proud suburban commu-
nity, mostly of working class and mid-
dle class families, who share basic
American values, the values of hard
work, and of faith in God, and of fam-
ily.

My family came to Aurora, Colorado,
in 1964 when my father, a career sol-
dier, was sent to Fitzsimmons Army
Medical Center for his last assignment
in the U.S. Army. Back then, Aurora
was just a small town surrounded by
three military bases. In the 1970s, Au-
rora transitioned away from being a
military town, although it still has an
Air Force base. Aurora has grown to
become the third-largest city in the
State of Colorado, with a population of
over 300,000 residents. Aurora has also
grown to become the most racially and
ethnically diverse city in the State of
Colorado.

Aurora has received the ‘‘All-Amer-
ican City Award” by the National
League of Cities in recognition of being
a community whose citizens work to-
gether to identify and tackle commu-
nity-wide challenges and for having
achieved uncommon results. A couple
of weeks ago, I was at a meeting with
the Aurora Board of Realtors where
Mayor Steve Hogan was speaking. He
proudly informed the audience that
Aurora was ranked as the eighth-safest
city of its size in the country.

0 0920

No doubt we are still in shock and
trying to understand why this hap-
pened to our community.

The theater where so many lost their
lives and where so many were injured
lies in the heart of our city. The vacant
ground beside the theater has been des-
ignated by our city’s planners to be the
future site of the City Center.

Aurora will never be the same after
this horrific act of evil that occurred
last week, but the citizens of Aurora
are caring and resilient, and a long
process of healing has already begun.
We will stand together and come back
stronger than before this attack.

When I think of all the victims of
this tragedy and how much our com-
munity has suffered, I am reminded by
a refrain from a hymn that I have often
sung in church:
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And He will raise you up on eagle’s wings,

Bear you on the breath of dawn,

Make you to shine like the sun,

And hold you in the palm of His hand.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker,
thank you for the opportunity the
other day for us to have a moment of
silence. I know it was important to the
members of our delegation as well as to
the people of our community in Au-
rora, Colorado, and the whole metro-
politan area.

I had a chance to speak on Tuesday.
I have a number of things to say, but I
know each of us in our delegation bears
a heavy heart as a result of all this,
and I would like others to be able to
share some of their thoughts.

With that, I yield 2 minutes to my
friend from Boulder, Mr. POLIS.

Mr. POLIS. I want to thank my col-
league, Mr. PERLMUTTER from Colo-
rado, not only for bringing forward this
resolution, but for spending time with
those affected in the aftermath of this.
I’'d also like to thank President Obama
for immediately changing his plans and
coming to Colorado to express, on be-
half of our Nation, grief and provide
what comfort he could to the victims
and their families.

I think one thing that’s important
for Americans to understand is Aurora
is a community just like yours. My dis-
trict is several miles from Aurora, but
I've been to movies myself in Aurora. I
drive through it frequently on the way
to the airport.

This could be anywhere. It’s a safe
community. It’s a community of loving
families. It’s a growing city. And the
tragedy that occurred could have been
at any one of our neighborhood thea-
ters.

Going to the movie theater, an ex-
pression of innocent joy, something
that people have grown up with for
generations, the magic of the silver
screen and lives torn apart, not only
those who lost their lives tragically,
not only those who were injured, some
of whom remain in the hospital, but all
the others that were terrified, scared in
the other theater, in the other movie
theaters that night, in the community
at large, this was, in many ways, a
crime against innocence and a crime
against enjoyment and diversion. Peo-
ple turn to movies, turn to entertain-
ment for a moment’s respite, a mo-
ment’s entertainment from their daily
lives, and this tragic end really rep-
resents an end of innocence for so
many people that were affected.

But so, too, we’ve seen many great
heroes rise to the occasion: the coura-
geous responders, the community of
Aurora, Mayor Hogan, the families of
those affected, and our criminal justice
system. We all come together in dif-
ficult times. We all come together, and
together with the love, respect, and
support from American families across
the country, the victims’® families
know that they’re not alone, and that’s
important.
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Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I'd like to yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. Tip-
TON).

Mr. TIPTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think that we all
struggle to be able to find words to be
able to address a flash point in time in
the city of Aurora to where we saw the
absolute worst of humanity in the
senseless slaughter of innocent people.
But we also saw the best of humanity
as people rose to be able to protect
their loved ones, as we saw emergency
service personnel rush to the scene to
be able to operate in the hospitals
where doctors and nurses fought val-
iantly to be able to preserve life.

As we look back on that day, we
can’t help but be reminded that too
many lives were cut short, and chap-
ters that were yet to be written need-
lessly and mindlessly were cut off.

The hearts of all Coloradans and, in
fact, what we’ve seen demonstrated on
this floor I think speaks to the heart of
this country, as people rose as one to
be able to express their empathy and
their concern. We saw neighbors and
strangers reaching out and helping
hands all praying for that opportunity
and ability to be able to find the right
words, if there could ever be such
words, to offer some modicum of com-
fort to those who suffered such a tragic
loss.

This is a date that certainly our
State and the people of Aurora will
never forget. It has touched each and
every one of our hearts, and you can
not help but condemn, obviously, the
act. But each one of us, I think, this
day and for days, weeks, months, and
years to come, will continue to offer up
prayers for those who lost their lives,
for the families that were affected, and
our thanks, our thanks for those who
showed such love and concern, and for
all the emergency service personnel
who were there to defend people who
just were out for a good evening.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud this resolu-
tion and this Colorado delegation’s
standing together today to be able to
express this and thank this House for
the support that they’ve shown, as
well, for the people of Colorado.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I'd
like to yield 3 minutes to DIANA
DEGETTE, my friend from Denver, who
had a number of constituents in the
movie theater that evening.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I'd like
to thank my dear friend and colleague,
ED PERLMUTTER, for yielding to me.

This is a difficult week for all of us in
Colorado.

There were two movie theaters in the
Denver metro area that were showing
this premiere at midnight last Thurs-
day night. So there were people from
all over the community in that theater
there with their families and their
friends, almost the entire employees of
a restaurant in Colorado. They went to
have a fun evening on a summer night.
And tragedy, of course, struck that
night unexpectedly to everybody.
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I’'ve been overwhelmed, as we all have
in the delegation, by the support of the
community for all of the victims of the
shooting and their families.
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The way the communities have come
together—Aurora and Denver and
Inglewood and all of the communities—
has been a blessed thing to see for all
of us.

No one can make sense of a tragedy
like this, and the stories of heroism are
still coming out every day. The stories
of miracles—babies born just a day or
two after in the same hospital where
the father lies in a coma. Yet while we
hear all of these stories of heroism and
while we hear all of the stories of first
responders rushing to the scene and
helping within 90 seconds, in our heart
we say: How can this happen and what
can we do?

I did have a number of constituents
in that theater, some who were just in-
jured, some who were in the nearby
theaters who will be scarred psycho-
logically forever by this, a close friend
of my daughter, and others. I had at
least three constituents who were
killed by this terrible crime. The little
girl, Veronica Moser, age 6—whose
mother, Ashley, lies in critical condi-
tion—Jessica Ghawi and Alex Teves.
Our prayers and thoughts go out to all
of them and their families.

It’s wonderful to see my friends from
the delegation here, the entire House
delegation from Colorado. We consider
ourselves to be close allies, although
we often disagree on different issues.

I just want to say something to all of
my colleagues and to everyone in this
House, Mr. Speaker. We have now had,
as of today, 26 moments of silence as
respects victims of gun violence since
the Columbine shooting. I was here for
that too. We had two moments of si-
lence just the other day, one for Au-
rora and one for the anniversary of the
Capitol police officer who was killed 10
years ago today.

So we can have our debates, we can
have our discussions, we can mourn for
the victims, which is appropriate this
week; but it is our challenge, as leaders
of our State and leaders of our country,
to go on from today and to say: What
can we seriously do as a Nation to
make sure that no tragedy of this
scope or horror ever happens in this
country again?

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN).

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank Representative MIKE COFF-
MAN and Representative ED PERL-
MUTTER for leading this time this
morning.

Mr. Speaker, the fact that the entire
delegation—bipartisan delegation—is
here is just a small reflection of how
the people of Colorado are coming to-
gether and the people of Aurora are
coming together after this senseless
tragedy.

We’ve heard a lot of stories of brav-
ery, both on the parts of the first re-
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sponders and the parts of everyday citi-
zens. I want to tell a story of one of the
victims.

I'd like to share the story of Caleb
Medley. Caleb is from the small town
of Florence, just south of Colorado
Springs. Today, Caleb lies in a medi-
cally induced coma after being shot in
the face. In the days since that horrific
shooting, his wife, Katie, has given
birth to their first child, Hugo.

Caleb spent his teen years in Flor-
ence; and after graduating from high
school, he married his high school
sweetheart, Katie. He went to work at
a local grocery store. Like most peo-
ple, he and Katie have big plans and
dreams for their lives. From the time
he was in eighth grade, Caleb has want-
ed to be a standup comedian. Katie
wants to work in veterinarian medi-
cine. The young couple moved to the
Denver suburb of Aurora to pursue
their dreams.

On July 18, just 2 days before the
shooting, Caleb appeared at the Com-
edy Works and did well enough to ad-
vance to the next round. And he and
his wife, Katie, were looking forward to
their baby’s birth a few days later. But
before little Hugo could be born, Caleb
and Katie made the fateful decision to
go out one last night before becoming
parents. According to a Web site that
Caleb’s family has posted, the two
stood anxiously in line that night.
They spent too much on popcorn and
soda. They endured the movie trailers,
and they watched the beginning of the
movie. That’s when evil struck. Evil
came to them through a man that
opened fire in that movie theater.

Katie and baby Hugo made it out
uninjured, but Caleb was struck in the
face by gunfire. Caleb has lost his right
eye, has some brain damage, and doc-
tors have put him in a medically in-
duced coma.

So, Mr. Speaker, I ask that the peo-
ple of America would be praying for
Caleb and his family. We are pulling
for you, Caleb, and for all the victims
of this senseless tragedy.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I thank my
friend DouG for describing in detail one
of these injuries.

I'd like to introduce, Mr. Speaker, if
I could, for the RECORD some brief bio-
graphical information of each of the
victims who was killed: John Blunk,
Alexander Jonathan ‘““AJ”’ Boik, Jesse
Childress, Gordon Cowden, Jessica
Ghawi, John Larimer, Micayla Medek,
Veronica Moser, Alex Sullivan, Alex
Teves, and Rebecca Wingo, because I
want our RECORD in this Congress to
have their names and some informa-
tion about them. And I appreciate you
talking about somebody specifically.

These are hard moments for all of us.
These are good people, and some very
bad things happened to some very good
people. But I want to talk about some
of the positive aspects that came out of
this dreadful night.

Thirteen years ago—DIANA DEGETTE
mentioned Columbine—on the south-
west side of my district I have Col-
umbine, on the northeast side of my
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district I have this theater. Colorado is
a good place. I mean, all of us love
where we come from. We’ve had some
violent incidents that have taken our
innocence, as Mr. PoLIS has said. We
heal from these things, but you're
never quite the same. You're never
quite the same. But one of the positive
aspects of that terrible incident 13
years ago at Columbine High School
was that our law enforcement, our first
responders, our police, our firefighters,
our medical teams learned some real
lessons.

We have, in the Aurora area, a com-
munity college called Aurora Commu-
nity College, where we have gone
through a number of exercises to deal
with a mass casualty incident such as
this, where the police, the fire, law en-
forcement agencies from across our
communities—Denver, Adams, Arapa-
hoe Counties—work together with the
CU Medical School to address these
kinds of incidents, and the chief of po-
lice, Dan Oates, who deserves a higher
place in heaven for the way he has
managed this terrible time on behalf of
law enforcement. They’ve prepared and
prepared and prepared. Unbelievably,
this terrible tragedy happened, but be-
cause of that preparation, because of
what we had gone through before and
the terrible lessons we learned, lives
were saved. There’s no question about
it; lives were saved that otherwise
would have been lost.

I want to applaud, again, the Aurora
police, the Aurora firefighters, the
medical teams—casualties were taken
to six or seven different hospitals in
our area—but they all did an out-
standing job. The dispatchers, can you
imagine all the 911 calls that came in
that night. We want to thank them.

We want to thank the FBI. Jim
Yacone, who is our bureau chief, was
outstanding on behalf of the Federal
response to deal both with the shoot-
ings that occurred in the theater and
the elaborate booby trap that was set
in this apartment—that I drive by at
least once a week—right across from
the University of Colorado. This is
something that we will heal from, but
we will never be the same.

And I just want to thank the Aurora
schools, which provided a place of safe-
ty for all of these individuals to go at
the time of this incident.
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I want to thank the ministerial alli-
ance. As Mr. COFFMAN said, this is a
community of great faith, and our
churches and our synagogues have re-
sponded in a tremendous fashion to the
sorrow that we all feel.

There are many stories, some beau-
tiful ones. The President shared one.

Before I go further, Mr. Speaker, can
I inquire as to the time on both sides,
because I know I have a couple of other
speakers that would like to speak.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. PERL-
MUTTER) has 4% minutes. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN)
has 4 minutes remaining.
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Mr. PERLMUTTER. I would just
mention the story, and this is one that
I'm so proud of people from Colorado.
There were two young women in the
back of the theater when the gen-
tleman came in and threw a tear gas
canister across the theater. And the
taller of the two noticed that it really
was something other than a smoke
bomb and a stunt, and she stood up to
warn people, and she was shot in the
neck immediately.

Blood started to spurt out. Her
smaller friend pulled her down, com-
pressed that wound, and the older one
said something, or the one who’d been
shot said something like you need to
leave, you need to get out of here. And
her friend said, I'm not leaving without
you, and continued to press.

The police responded very quickly,
but it probably seemed like an eter-
nity. But the young lady who was shot
in the neck is on the mend and is going
to recover fully, and her friend, basi-
cally, saved her life, and the quick ac-
tions of the police and the fire depart-
ment.

So despite these terrible losses that
we’ve suffered, and there are so many
heartbreaking stories, there are some
heartwarming stories as well.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

JULY 20, 2012 AURORA THEATER SHOOTING

VICTIMS
REBECCA WINGO, 32

Steve Hernandez wrote, ‘I lost my daugh-
ter yesterday to a mad man, my grief right
now is inconsolable, I hear she died in-
stantly, without pain, however the pain is
unbearable.”” Friends said Saturday that
Wingo’s parents also posted a message about
Wingo’s death on Wingo’s own Facebook
page. That page shows a picture of two
young girls. A friend, Gail Riffle, brought
two teddy bears, one pink and one white, to
the memorial site near the movie theater for
Wingo’s daughters, as well as roses for
Wingo’s parents. ‘“‘Everybody is hurting right
now,” Riffle said. ‘“She was a gentle, sweet,
beautiful soul.”” Rebecca Wingo listed Joe’s
Crab Shack as her employer on Facebook,
and a manager at the restaurant in Aurora
confirmed Wingo worked there. He deferred
comment to the restaurant’s corporate of-
fice, which is closed on Saturday. Rebecca
Wingo had been enrolled at the Community
College of Aurora since fall 2009 and had been
working toward an associate of arts degree.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Funeral: Friday, July 27, 2012—TBD.

JON BLUNK, 26

Jon Blunk, 26, was shot to death in the Au-
rora Theater while trying to protect his
girlfriend, Jansen Young. Jon Blunk went to
Proctor Hug High School in Reno. After his
2004 high school graduation, he enlisted in
the Navy and served aboard the USS Nimitz
in San Diego. Blunk left the Navy and moved
to Colorado in 2009. He had been working at
a hardware store at the time of the theater
shooting.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Funeral: Friday, August 3, 2012—1:00 pm
PDT, Mountain View Mortuary, 425 Stoker
Avenue, Reno, NV 89503.

Note: Full military funeral and burial.

The viewing which will only be attended by
family and not advertised will be on Thurs-
day, August 2nd from 11 am-5 pm.
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ALEXANDER JONATHAN ‘‘AJ”’ BOIK, 18

AJ Boik was being remembered Saturday
as a talented and kind man who enjoyed
baseball, making pottery and music. Boik’s
plans included attending Rocky Mountain
College of Art and Design in the fall. His
family said his dream was to become an art
teacher and open his own studio. ‘“‘AJ Boik
was a wonderful, handsome and loving 18-
year-old young man with a warm and loving
heart,” the family said in a statement. Sur-
vived by mother Theresa Hoover; father Jon
Boik; brother Wil Boik; grandparents Bill &
Sue Hoover, Cora Lou Tarrant and Emil
Boik; numerous aunts, uncles, cousins and
friends.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Visitation: Thurs., 1:00-5:30 pm, Horan &
McConaty Family Chapel, 11150 E. Dart-
mouth Ave., Aurora.

Funeral: Friday, July 27, 2012—10 am MDT,
Queen of Peace Catholic Church, 13120 E Ken-
tucky Ave, Aurora.

Memorial Donations suggested to the A.J.
Boik Memorial Fund, c/o Wells Fargo Bank.

Share condolences at HoranCares.com.

JESSE CHILDRESS, 29

Jesse Childress, 29, Air Force Reservist,
lived in Thornton, CO. Jesse worked as a
cyber systems operator and was on active
duty at Buckley Air Force Base. He loved
sports and comic books, friends say. Nearly
every day of the week, Jesse Childress spent
his evenings playing sports with friends.
Monday it was softball. Tuesday it was bowl-
ing. Another night, it was flag football.

The base released a statement Saturday:
“This tragic event has affected everybody
here at Buckley Air Force Base and our local
community friends and neighbors,” base
commander Col. Daniel Dant said in a state-
ment. “We are deeply saddened by the loss of
each and every loved one.” According to the
Air Force Reserve Command, Childress
worked as a cyber systems operator and was
currently on active duty.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Funeral: Saturday, July 28, 2012—12:00 pm
MDT—Base Chapel, Buckley Air Force
Base—Aurora, CO.

Following the funeral, there will be a pro-
cession to Ft Logan where the interment
will take place at 3:00 pm MDT. There are
also plans in works for a reception back at
the base (not sure if at the chapel or LDC at
this time) somewhere around 5:00 pm-6:00 pm
MDT, no firm plans are in place yet.

GORDON W. COWDEN, 51

Gordon Ware Cowden was born on Novem-
ber 17, 1960 in Waco, Texas. Father of
Kristian, Weston, Brooke and Cierra; son of
George and Mollie; brother of Graves, George
(Shirley), Gaylynn (Ken) Kendall. He is also
survived by the mother of his children
Melisa. Cowden is the son of former Texas
State Representative George M. Cowden, ac-
cording to the Austin Statesman. Cowden
had taken his two teenage children to the
theater the night of the shooting. The teen-
agers escaped unharmed.

Gordon W. Cowden, 51 of Aurora, Colorado,
was the oldest of the victims killed.

His family released this statement: ‘“‘Lov-
ing father, outdoorsman and small business
owner, Cowden was a true Texas gentleman
that loved life and his family. A quick witted
world traveler with a keen sense of humor,
he will be remembered for his devotion to his
children and for always trying his best to do
the right thing, no matter the obstacle.”

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Funeral: Wednesday, July 25, 2012—11 am
MDT, Pathways Church, 1595 Pearl Street,
Denver, CO.
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Please share memories at HoranCares.com.

JESSICA GHAWI, 24

Jessica Ghawi was an up-and-coming
sportscaster who loved hockey. Jessica
Ghawi, 24, grew up a hockey fan in football-
crazed Texas. She followed that passion to
Colorado to forge a career in sports jour-
nalism. It probably took her to Toronto,
where she walked out of a shopping-mall
food court moments before a gunman shot
seven people. Writing as Jessica Redfield in
a June b blog entry, she described how the
experience reminded her ‘“how blessed I am
for each second I am given.”

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Funeral: Saturday, July 28, 2012—10 am
CDT, Community Bible Forever New Church,
2477 North Loop 1604 East, San Antonio, TX.

Church staffers said they do not have any
information on whether the event will be
open to the public. They plan an announce-
ment with more details by Wednesday.

JOHN LARIMER, 27

Petty Officer Third Class John Thomas
Larimer was among those killed in the at-
tack at an Aurora movie theater. Larimer,
27, joined the Navy in June 2011 and was a
cryptology technician third class. For the
past year, he had been stationed at the U.S.
Fleet Cyber Command station at Buckley
Air Force Base in Aurora. ‘I am incredibly
saddened by the loss of Petty Officer John
Larimer,” Cmdr. Jeffrey Jakuboski,
Larimer’s commanding officer, said in a
statement. ‘“He was an outstanding ship-
mate. A valued member of our Navy team, he
will be missed by all who knew him.”
Larimer was from Crystal Lake, Ill., a sub-
urb of Chicago. He wanted to be deployed for
two simple reasons: He wanted to protect his
country, and he wanted to save others from
danger and harm.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

The family of the Navy Intelligence officer
is planning a public visitation from 3 to 9
p.m. July 27 at the Davenport Family Fu-
neral Home in Crystal Lake, Ill.

His funeral and burial will be private.

MATT MCQUINN, 27

As a gunman calmly walked up the aisle of
the Aurora movie theater Friday firing at
moviegoers, McQuinn dove on top of
Samantha Yowler. Her brother Nick Yowler,
32, also tried to shield her, said Robert L.
Scott, attorney for both the McQuinn and
Yowler families. Samantha Yowler, 27, was
shot in the knee. Her brother escaped with-
out injury. But McQuinn, from St. Paris,
Ohio, was not as fortunate. Matt McQuinn
graduated from Vandalia-Butler High School
in 2004. He met Yowler while the two were
working at a Target store in Springfield, ac-
cording to the Dayton Daily News. In No-
vember, the couple transferred to a Target
store in Denver, joining Yowler’s brother
who had lived in Colorado for the past few
years.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Visitation: Friday, July 27, 2012—2-4 pm &
6-8 pm EDT, Maiden Lane Church of God,
1201 Maiden Lane Springfield, OH 45504.

Funeral: Saturday, July 28th—10am EDT,
Maiden Lane Church of God, 1201 Maiden
Lane Springfield, OH 45504.

His burial will be at Lawrenceville Ceme-
tery in Clark County.

MICAYLA MEDEK, 23
On her Facebook page, Micayla Medek, 23,
identified herself as a Subway sandwich art-
ist. A graduate of William C. Hinkley High
School in Aurora, she said she was a member
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of the class of 2015 of the Community College
of Aurora. “I'm a simple independent girl
who’s just trying to get her life together
while still having fun,” she wrote. She is sur-
vived by her parents, Greg and Rena; broth-
er, Shane; sister, Amanda; grandparents,
Laurin and Marlene Knobbe; grandmother,
Caroline Medek; and numerous other rel-
atives and friends.
MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Visitation: Wednesday, July 25, 2012 from 2
pm to 9 pm MDT, Newcomer Funeral Home &
Crematory, 190 N. Potomac, Aurora, CO.

Funeral: Thursday, July 26, 2012—11 am
MDT, New Hope Baptist Church, 3701 Colo-
rado Blvd., Denver, CO.

VERONICA MOSER, 6

Veronica Moser will always be six years
old. The ‘‘vibrant, excitable’ blond-haired,
blue-eyed little girl, who was bragging four
days ago about learning how to swim, was
one of the 12 people who died in the Aurora
theater shooting. Ashley Moser, Veronica’s
mother, remains in critical condition at Au-
rora Medical Center. The 25-year-old was
shot in the neck, and doctors are unable to
remove the bullet. Moser also suffered a gun-
shot wound in the abdomen. She passes in
and out of consciousness, Dalton said, and
does not yet know that her daughter has
died. Doctors said that Moser, who was re-
cently accepted to medical school, will hope-
fully recover with some use of her hands,
Dalton said.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION
No details as of 7/25/12.

ALEX SULLIVAN, 27

Alex Sullivan, 27, was celebrating his
birthday with co-workers from Red Robin
restaurant at the midnight showing of ‘“The
Dark Knight” when he was killed. Sullivan
was also about to celebrate his one-year wed-
ding anniversary. ‘“The Sullivan family lost
a cherished member of their family today,”” a
release from the family said. ‘‘Alex was
smart, funny, and above all loved dearly by
his friends and family.”

Tina Desautels from APWU let us know
Alex Sullivan, is the son of a postal worker
in Aurora—Tom Sullivan.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

Visitation (Public): Thursday, July 26, 2012
from 12 pm to 4 pm MDT at The Heartlight
Center, 11150 E. Dartmouth Avenue, Aurora,
CO.

Funeral: Friday, July 27, 2012—TBD.

ALEX TEVES, 24

Shooting victim Alex Teves, 24, recently
earned his master’s degree in counseling psy-
chology from the University of Denver. A
friend, identified only as Caitlin on Twitter,
posted messages on the social media network
early Friday from the Century 16 theater,
and wrote on Twitter early Saturday that
Teves was, ‘‘One of the best men I ever knew.
The world isn’t as good a place without
him.” She also described Teves as a fan of
the University of Arizona and Spider-Man. A
University of Denver spokeswoman said
Teves, from Phoenix, Ariz., graduated in
June. An official notice of Teves’ death will
be sent to the University of Denver commu-
nity later Saturday. Teves’ personal
Facebook page lists him as a 2010 graduate of
the University of Arizona, and a 2006 grad-
uate of Desert Vista High School in Phoenix.

MEMORIAL SERVICE INFORMATION

The Teves family is planning to hold me-
morial services in Arizona and New Jersey,
however more specific details have not yet
been released.

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I too rise in support of Mr.
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PERLMUTTER’s comments in relation-
ship to our own Aurora Police Depart-
ment, as well as all the other law en-
forcement entities that have helped in
this terrible tragedy.

I now yield as much time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. GARDNER).

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Aurora for yielding time
to share today, and thank the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. PERL-
MUTTER) for your leadership and your
comfort and encouraging words during
an incredible tragedy.

And to the President, thank you for
sharing your love with Colorado, as
well as to Governor Hickenlooper for
the leadership that he has provided
throughout this past week.

This Chamber has seen its incredible
days of victories, of celebrations, of
great triumphs for this country. And
today we discuss a resolution that
talks about one of our Nation’s great
tragedies. And so we join together as a
delegation to talk about an event that
we, in Colorado, know we will not let
remain a tragedy, but will turn into re-
membrance of those who are good in
our State and our country.

We oftentimes in Colorado forget be-
cause of the great beauty of our State
that sometimes the hearts of all people
don’t match that beauty. But as we sat
at the prayer vigil this past Sunday
and looked out as the rays of sun broke
through the clouds, on the choir, on
the many people of faith who had gath-
ered, we know that this one dark mo-
ment in history will be matched by far
greater light. And it’s our obligation to
make sure that that indeed happens.

As a father, I can’t imagine the great
loss of families and friends, the victims
of this horrendous crime. And our
hearts, our prayers, our thoughts go
with them as we build a stronger com-
munity going forward.

The many people of faith who have
prayed, the people in this body who
have shared their prayers and thoughts
with the community of Colorado re-
mind me of a passage in the book of
Matthew, where Jesus went out onto
the lake in the middle of a storm with
his disciples, and he looked out upon
the stormy waters and he said, peace
be still. And we ask that those who are
troubled, those whose hearts are yet to
heal, we ask for the peace that we all
so desperately need.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the leader, the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. PERLMUTTER for yielding, and I'm
very sad to join my colleagues in ex-
pressing the deepest sympathies of the
House of Representatives to the fami-
lies and loved ones of the victims in
Aurora, Colorado, and to the entire
community as it grapples with its
grief.

My colleagues have spoken very mov-
ingly from the standpoint of faith; and,
hopefully, that faith will be a comfort
to those who are affected.
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As you know, Mr. Speaker, when we
learned of this tragedy, the President
ordered flags to be flown at half staff
for 1 week to commemorate the trag-
edy that Aurora, these individual fami-
lies, and our country had suffered.
That was done as a mark of respect for
the 12 innocent victims of the senseless
violence and for all who were affected.

Of the victims who were murdered,
and that’s just the word that day, the
vast majority were very young people.
The one, Gordon Cowden, was a father
in his fifties—well, that seems young
to me; the others were very young—
whose last words to his daughters were
to tell them he loved them.

BEach of them has a story that de-
serves to be told. Each was beloved.
Each left home with a different expec-
tation of what would happen that
evening, and so did the rest of the
country.

Several died protecting their loved
ones, including John Blunk, Alex Teves
and Matt McQuinn. Alex Sullivan was
about to celebrate his 1-year wedding
anniversary, and that was the celebra-
tion, going out to the movies.

A.J. Boik had just graduated from
high school. Jessica Ghawi dreamed of
being a sports journalist. Micayla
Medek and Rebecca Wingo were pur-
suing their futures at community col-
lege.

Two victims, Jesse Childress and
John Larimer, were Active Duty mili-
tary personnel. They signed up to risk
their lives for our country to protect
our freedom. Who could have ever
thought that they would lose their
lives going to the movies?

And as a child, Veronica Moser will
now forever be remembered as the 6-
year-old. What a sad tragedy.

Most of us here in this body are par-
ents and grandparents, and in STENY’S
case, a great-grandparent, and every
person knows the feeling of sending a
child off to a movie with their friends,
the excitement of an opening night,
and then the worry when the minutes
tick by and someone hasn’t come
home.

It is with heavy hearts that we send
our thoughts and prayers to the many
grieving today, and we continue to
pray—thank you for taking us down
that path; we continue to pray for the
healing of those who survived, both
their physical pain and their emotional
scars. That’s probably the hardest.

We send our gratitude to our first re-
sponders. Within minutes, when min-
utes counted, when seconds counted,
they responded with bravery and with
professionalism.

In the words of this resolution, the
Congress ‘‘honors the resilience of the
community of the City of Aurora and
the State of Colorado in the face of
such adversity.”

May you feel the support and love
and prayers of our Nation. May those
tragically taken from us be honored
and remembered. May time heal our
grief.

I hope it is a comfort to those who
are affected by this tragedy, who lost
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loved ones, or have injuries in their
families, that so many people through-
out the world mourn their loss and are
praying for them at this sad time.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 134.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
again inquire about the balance of
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. PERL-
MUTTER) has 2% minutes remaining.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
from Colorado, who has been so in-
volved and so eloquent in expressing
the grief that his constituents share, as
have been all the Members from Colo-
rado on either side of the aisle who
have come together to share this grief.

Mr. Speaker, when tragedy of this
kind strikes, our hearts go out to those
whose lives were cut short and to those
who lost loved ones. In the aftermath
of this shooting, we have seen both an
outpouring of love and support for the
victims and their families and a quick-
ness to point out what might have been
done differently. That is our nature as
Americans—always seeking answers,
searching for corrective action, for a
measure of logic amid the irrational.

But the first question we ought to
ask and is already being asked is: How
can we draw closer as a community?
Not just the community of Aurora, but
the community of Americans.

As President Obama said on Friday:

If there’s anything to take away from this
tragedy, it’s the reminder that life is very
fragile. And what matters at the end of the
day is not the small things; ultimately, it’s
how we choose to treat one another and how
we love one another.

I would add it is also how we commit
to live with one another as neighbors.

We may not share the same faith or
politics or philosophy, but we do share
a fundamental belief that our people
should feel safe in our theaters and
malls and schools, in their homes and
on the streets—wherever they go. And,
today, we share the pain of the people
of Aurora.

But we also share in the hope that
the city whose name is the ‘“‘dawn” will
find in our sympathy and prayers the
comfort it needs during this dark hour
to begin the process of healing and to
believe again in a brighter tomorrow.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I would just like
to end, Mr. Speaker, by thanking my
friends—and they are my friends—and
colleagues from Colorado.
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From all of us, Aurora and everybody
who has been so affected by this sense-
less act, we are praying for you. We
love you.

This act actually affected people
from one coast to the other. A lot of
people from all over the Nation were
there. In fact, at the time, from a near-
by military base, there were 53 mem-
bers of our military—Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marines—who were in that
theater that night. This is something
that touches us all, something that we
will all remember. We will heal. Let’s
hope and pray something like this
doesn’t happen again.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

THE SENSE To FIND . . .
(By Albert Carey Caswell)

The . . .

The sense to find . . .

As now we so ask why?

So ask why?

All in our hearts and minds . . .

Hearts and minds!

As the tears we find . . .

We find!

All because of this most evil crime . . .

For all of those most precious lost lives . . .

Lost lives!

And for all of those injured who must now so
rebuild their lives!

The tears we find!

As all of those smiles so come to mind . . .

And all of that pain these families must now
so carry until the end of time!

Of all of those lost loved ones and their most
precious lost lives!

Precious lives!

As it’s here we so ask why?

Ask why?

For where does the answer lie?

So lie!

All in that old age question, that rhyme!

Of Good versus Evil, as old as mankind!

Goodness . . . Evil . . . Darkness . . . Light!

This battle, this endless fight!

To bring the light!

As we so ask why?

Ask why?

All in your hearts this night!

Take these words of hope to but bring the
light!

That still, the darkness is but no match for
The Light!

For The Light!

For hope and love, will ever so rise above all
of this blight!

This blight!

Let not all in your pain and heartache, let
not escape!

The strength to so find!

For hate is hard!

It makes me cry!

When, I see those tears in your families’
eyes!

As we so try to the sense to find . . .

To find!

But, take comfort all in your hearts and
minds . . .

Hearts and minds!

All in your souls now so very deep down in-
side!

As up to Heaven, all of these twelve innocent
souls have now so taken flight!

Taken flight!

To Heaven find, to become Angels with our
Lord on high!

As all in our Lord’s arms they now so lie!

This very night!

As from your most swollen eyes the tears
you now so wipe!

So wipe!

So find the sense to find!
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And say a prayer for all of them,

and all of those, and their loved ones who
now so cry!

So cry!

Whose pain shall not so die!

So die!

And somehow find the strength,

all in what their short lives so meant!

All in the hope and light,

that over evil ... the goodness so burns
bright!

Burns bright!

To the sense to find,

upon this very night!

The sense to find!

As we lay their sacred bodies so down to rest!

Amen!

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of H. Con. Res. 134 and in support of the
greater Denver community in the wake of the
Aurora, Colorado tragedy.

Twelve lives have been lost, 58 injured, and
countless others affected by the shooting in
Aurora, Colorado on July 20, 2012.

This horrible crime reminds us that our time
here is short, and that while we cannot always
prevent senseless acts of violence, families,
friends and neighbors can come together as a
community to honor those we have lost, cele-
brate those who are still with us, and resolve
to do all we can to prevent future violence.

The Aurora community has exemplified this
spirit of resiliency in the wake of tragedy, and
is truly an inspiration for all of us.

While we know not every senseless act of
violence can be avoided, we can—and must—
work every day to treat each other with de-
cency and genuine respect.

And | hope that this act of violence will not
just sit on a page in our history books, but be
a catalyst for the important conversations we
have avoided all too long.

There is more that we can do to protect our
families and communities from gun violence.

There is more that we can do to support our
mental health care systems—both to avert fu-
ture violence and to support those who are
touched by it.

And there is more that we can do to create
a culture of tolerance and understanding.

We stand together across our nation, know-
ing we are not grieving alone, and that others
share our outrage at violent actions and vio-
lent rhetoric.

As the Denver community heals from this
senseless tragedy, please know that you are
in the thoughts and prayers of all Americans.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 134 to condemn in the
strongest possible terms the heinous atrocities
that occurred in Aurora, Colorado.

But future generations will condemn us if
sole response to this massacre is the passage
of this resolution.

As we watch the news from Colorado with
horror and sympathy for the families, we
should remember that each day more than 80
Americans are killed by gunfire, unnecessary
tragedies. Arguments that gun safety legisla-
tion won’t help the situation seem to me illogi-
cal or blindly ideological.

Earlier this week we held a moment of si-
lence for the victims and their families. | hope
Congress does not remain silent about the
many things we can do to try to prevent such
tragedies from occurring in the future. We
must increase our attention to mental health
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issues, we must support our local first re-
sponders with the tools and resources they
need, and we must implement real and sen-
sible gun control measures.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
condemn the unspeakable acts that were car-
ried out in a movie theater in Aurora, Colo-
rado, on July 20, 2012.

| offer condolences on behalf of myself and
the people of Texas District 11 to the innocent
men, women, and children and their families
who were victims of this cowardly act.

While the pain and anguish continues, the
people of Aurora should know they are not
alone in this time of suffering. The hearts,
thoughts, and prayers of the people of Texas
are with them.

The Lord’s words can provide comfort in
times of tragedy. | am reminded of Psalms 34,
which says, “The Lord is close to the broken-
hearted and saves those who are crushed in
spirit.” It is my fervent prayer that the Lord will
be a constant comfort to the victims and fami-
lies and that he will hold them close to him as
he begins to heal their wounds in body and
spirit.

May the Lord bless them with comfort in the
face of senseless tragedy and peace in the
face of unanswerable questions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, July 25, 2012, the previous
question is ordered.

The question is on the concurrent
resolution.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 5872. An act to require the President
to provide a report detailing the sequester
required by the Budget Control Act of 2011 on
January 2, 2013.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 285. An act for the relief of Sopuruchi
Chukwueke.

———

RED TAPE REDUCTION AND
SMALL BUSINESS JOB CREATION
ACT

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 741 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 741

Resolved, That during further consideration
of the bill (H.R. 4078) to provide that no
agency may take any significant regulatory
action until the unemployment rate is equal
to or less than 6.0 percent, as amended, pur-
suant to House Resolution 783, the further
amendment printed in section 2 of this reso-
lution shall be considered as adopted in the
House and in the Committee of the Whole.
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SEC. 2. The amendment referred to in the
first section of this resolution is as follows:
In section 102(b), strike ‘‘employment’ and
insert ‘“‘unemployment’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MS. FOXX

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the resolution be
amended by the amendment I have
placed at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:

That during further consideration of the
bill (H.R. 4078) to provide that no agency
may take any significant regulatory action
until the unemployment rate is equal to or
less than 6.0 percent, as amended, pursuant
to House Resolution 738, the further amend-
ment printed in section 2 of this resolution
shall be considered as adopted in the House
and in the Committee of the Whole.

SEC. 2. The amendment referred to in the
first section of this resolution is as follows:
In section 102(b), strike ‘‘employment’ and
insert ‘“‘unemployment’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I think we should have an explanation
here. The Clerk read the technical lan-
guage; but as I understand it, what
happened was that the bill that we
were voting on yesterday and will vote
on today has an error and gets ‘‘em-
ployment” and ‘‘unemployment’ con-
fused and that this is a bill that would
correct the error in the bill that we de-
bated yesterday.

So I wonder, why do we now need a
unanimous consent? Are we correcting
the correction? It’s the old Latin
phrase “Quis custodiet ipsos
custodes?” which means, ‘“Who guards
the guardians?”’ I guess the question
today is, Who corrects the correctors?

I would yield to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina if she would ex-
plain why we had to get a bill to make
a correction and why we now have to
have a unanimous consent to probably
correct the correction. What is the
error? I guess I should ask, What is the
error of the day? We know what yester-
day’s error was. What’s today’s error?

I yield to the gentlewoman.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, if I might
respond to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, I appreciate his asking the
question because it gives us an oppor-
tunity to do a mea culpa. That’s my
ability to quote Latin this morning in
response to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Yes, there was a very minor error in
the rule that was passed the day before
yesterday, which was that two letters—

The

the letter ‘U’ and the letter “N’—
were left off of one word.
0 1000
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-

claiming my time to say, if that’s the
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case, if the letters “U’ and ‘“N’’ were
left out, knowing the animosity on
that side to the U.N., I can understand
why psychologically that would have
happened.

I yield again to the gentlewoman.

Ms. FOXX. Then in preparing the
correction for that, inadvertently two
numbers were reversed in the number
for the resolution.

I don’t have a Latin quote from Mur-
phy’s law, but I would say that it ap-
pears as though, in the attempt to
make one correction, unfortunately,
another mistake was made. It was
purely clerical errors, no nefarious in-
tent.

We would like to move on in as expe-
ditious a fashion as we possibly can be-
cause we know we and our colleagues
are looking forward to a weekend of
work at home, and we would like to
move along and get this accomplished
so we can get to the important work,
the underlying bill.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, proceeding on my reservation,
I appreciate the gentlewoman’s mea
culpa. She wasn’t here at the time. I
would note that it is my predecessor,
the late Reverend Robert Drinan, S.J.,
who was better than I at responding to
mea culpas. I won’t be able wholly to
deal with that.

I do think this is more than simply a
double error. It’s a matter of haste. I
would take exception to the gentle-
woman saying, well, it’s important
that we get this done right away. I
think, frankly, the problem has been in
these past couple of years, and to some
extent before, we haven’t met fre-
quently enough. I understand people
would like to get back to the districts
they represent, but I think that this is
emblematic of not having enough time
to deal with things.

We are going to be voting, I think, on
20-something amendments today, im-
portant amendments on an important
bill, that were debated for 10 minutes
each late into yesterday evening, no
proper airing of very controversial sub-
jects. Indeed, I think this is what hap-
pens when you try to do too much too
soon.

People on the other side were critical
of some of the legislation we passed.
The financial reform bill, they said it
was too encompassing. But it went
through a much more thorough process
than this very controversial, even more
comprehensive bill that we’re dealing
with today. The bill that we’re dealing
with today deals with every single sub-
ject that comes before this Congress
because it would put severe restric-
tions on the adoption of regulations
about financial reform, about health,
about the environment, about occupa-
tional safety, about transportation
safety.

Yes, it is a problem when you try to
do too much too soon. I do not impute
any nefarious intent. Let me say under
the House rules, you can’t impute ne-
farious intent, even if you think there
is some, and I don’t think there is any.
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So for two reasons, I don’t impute that.
But it does seem to me that this is an
example of a flawed legislative process.
We’re doing this bill, which is kind of a
big message bill.

I know there’s a lot of criticism on
the other side of the United States
Senate, but the Senate passed an agri-
cultural bill. This House isn’t even
going to take one up, a very important
agricultural bill. The Senate passed a
transportation bill. This House had to
go along with a conference without any
chance to deliberate on it. The Senate
passed a postal reform bill to keep the
postal service going, and this House
can’t take it up.

When we can’t do the basic legisla-
tion that we should do and we do one of
these broad message bills that’s overly
comprehensive and then we make mis-
takes, I think it’s worth some notice.

Mr. ANDREWS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to my colleague from New Jersey.

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the gen-
tleman and the gentlelady.

If T could speak on the gentleman’s
reservation, obviously there is no ne-
farious intent. There’s no question
about that. I would like the House to
understand where we are procedurally.

It’s my understanding that the
House, yesterday, spent the better part
of the day debating a bill which said
that regulation should not take effect
until unemployment hits 94 percent. Is
that the gentleman’s understanding?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Appar-
ently, that is what was in the bill.
They said it was a typo, that the let-
ters “U” and ‘“‘N” were left out. I will
say there is certain equality here. The
day before yesterday, the mistake was
letters, and today it’s numbers. I sup-
pose tomorrow it will be astrological
signs.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ANDREWS. I would assume that
that flows from the fact that people
didn’t read the bill, because we debated
yesterday for most of the day on a bill
that erroneously said ‘‘regulations
can’t take effect until unemployment
hits 94 percent.” The intention evi-
dently was ‘‘until employment hits 94
percent.”

Then it’s my understanding that we
find ourselves at the present moment
in a situation where the correcting rule
that would have fixed the word ‘“‘unem-
ployment’ to be ‘“‘employment,” itself,
has an error in it, that it refers to an-
other bill by reference; is that correct?

And I yield to the gentlelady from
North Carolina.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. It’s
my time. If the gentleman wants me to
yield, I will yield.

First, I would note that the error was
in the first substantive page. This was
not buried somewhere deep in the bill.
Just to reinforce the point that a lot of
people didn’t read the bill, that error
was very much in the early part.

Mr. ANDREWS. If the gentleman
would yield, my understanding is it
was in the fourth paragraph of the bill.
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Of the
first substantive one.

If the gentleman wants me to, I
would yield to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, we are all
human beings. How ironic it is that our
colleagues were here just a few minutes
ago on the floor discussing the tragedy
in Aurora, Colorado. That was as great
an example of what great human
beings and how bipartisan we can be in
this Chamber. It’s as great a bipartisan
effort as I've seen in a long time. We
know what to do as caring human
beings, what to say in such situations.
It’s such a great example of how this
body can operate. That group was
given 40 minutes to talk about a great
tragedy.

Now we’re engaging in a gotcha situ-
ation over an insignificant issue for
which we take the responsibility. I'm
frankly embarrassed that the tenor of
the conversation is going in this direc-
tion after the wonderful bipartisan ef-
fort we just saw on this floor. A mis-
take was made, and then in attempting
to correct the mistake, an extraor-
dinarily minor other mistake was
made.

I would appeal to my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle to say: We
are human beings. We know how to for-
give mistakes. Neither of these mis-
takes was made by a Member. We're
quite willing to overlook mistakes like
this in the past. I think in the spirit of
comity, in the spirit that was estab-
lished on this floor this morning, we
should move on, get to the work that
the American people sent us here for,
and understand, as was quoted this
morning by one of our colleagues, ‘‘our
time is very precious.” Don’t waste it
by playing gotcha games. Think about
what we discussed earlier.

Mr. PoLis and I will debate this rule,
and we’ll do it in a spirit of comity.
That’s the way I think we should be op-
erating. Yes, we made a mistake. Yes,
a second mistake was made. We ac-
knowledge that. We accept it. Now
we’d like to get on to the people’s
work.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. First,
as with regards to the tragedy, of
course we all come together. But the
fact that we can celebrate tragedy does
not mean that we put aside, in a demo-
cratic body, our legitimate differences.
This is not simply a small mistake, but
it is a small mistake in a bill that is
about as partisan as it gets.

To make a plea for bipartisanship
with this excessively partisan bill that
is being put through in such a proce-
durally inappropriate fashion with
major concerns about every aspect of
the Federal Government, given 10 min-
utes of debate at 9 o’clock and 10
o’clock at night to be voted on, no,
that’s a mistake.
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Secondly, as the gentleman from New
Jersey and I have pointed out, it is not
simply that a mistake was made, but
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it’s a mistake that would easily have
been caught earlier if people had read
the bill.

And I stress this because when we did
some of the other legislation—financial
reform, health care—there was con-
stant repetition of the argument on the
Republican side ‘“You haven’t read the
bill. Nobody’s read the bill.” Well, you
haven’t read this bill, apparently, Mr.
Speaker. At least not very many people
have read it.

And blaming the staff, I never like to
do that, because the staff prepares
things, but Members sign off on it.

So, yes, we will proceed to this de-
bate, but we are talking here about an
indication, an overly broad bill given
too little time for consideration. Peo-
ple on the other side—Members, appar-
ently, didn’t read it. And that is not a
small point. It is symptomatic of where
we are.

I will yield briefly to my friend from
New Jersey.

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for
yielding.

I agree completely with the gentle-
lady that human mistakes are made,
but that is not what this is about. And
certainly the House should review——

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my unanimous consent request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASs of New Hampshire). The request
is withdrawn.

The gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. FOXX. For the purpose of debate
only, Mr. Speaker, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. PoOLIS), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Ms. FOXX. To quote Rules Com-
mittee Chairman DREIER, ‘‘We are here
playing out the 21st century version of
the great Shakespearean play ‘Much
Ado About Nothing.””

House Resolution 741 provides for the
adoption of the amendment referred to
in the resolution which would correct
the technical error in H.R. 4078, the
Red Tape Reduction and Small Busi-
ness Job Creation Act.

It’s very unfortunate that I must
present this rule to the House today.
The reason we are here is due to a ty-
pographical error. This innocent mis-
take could have been quickly and eas-
ily corrected through a unanimous con-
sent agreement, but, tragically, the
Democrat minority could not resist
this opportunity to attempt to score
political points.

Not a day goes by that I don’t hear
from constituents disheartened by the
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rigid partisanship emanating from
Washington, D.C. This week, we had an
opportunity to demonstrate the kind of
cooperation the American people are
craving without in any way compro-
mising our principles. It’s a shame that
the Democrats missed this oppor-
tunity, choosing, instead, to force this
exercise in futility, tying up this House
unnecessarily.

There’s not much more that needs to
be said on this issue at this point, Mr.
Speaker, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlelady for the time.

The bill before us here, referencing
H.R. 783, is the Thomasina E. Jordan
Indian Tribes of Virginia Federal Rec-
ognition Act of 2011. It is a bipartisan
bill, sponsored by the gentlemen from
Virginia, Mr. MORAN, ROB WITTMAN,
BOBBY ScOTT, and GERRY CONNOLLY.

My party did intend to withdraw the
objection and allow the change to pro-
ceed. Unfortunately, absent any
change, we are still talking about a
change to the Thomasina E. Jordan In-
dian Tribes of Virginia Federal Rec-
ognition Act of 2011.

This act extends Federal recognition
to several tribes in Virginia and estab-
lishes their relationship with the Fed-
eral Government. The tribes that it es-
tablishes are the Chickahominy Tribe,
the Chickahominy Indian Tribe-East-
ern Division, the Upper Mattaponi
Tribe, the Rappahannock Tribe, the
Monacan Indian Nation, and the
Nansemond Indian Tribe.

This makes members of those tribes
who apply and enroll eligible for serv-
ices and benefits provided by the Fed-
eral Government to federally recog-
nized Indian tribes. It also requires the
Secretary of the Interior to take the
specified lands into trust for the ben-
efit of those tribes.

This bill does have bipartisan sup-
port, and I think it’s a good thing that
we’re taking up a bipartisan bill. We
were willing to, again, withdraw our
objection and allow a change to be
made. The only problem now with the
discussion of this bill is that the cor-
responding change indicated in the res-
olution doesn’t really make sense, as
applied to this bill. Again, this is a bill
that establishes several tribes, and yet
a corresponding change is being made
to the definition of the unemployment
rate, which I can’t find in the bill.

So I would like to ask my colleague,
Ms. FoxX, where in the bill is the ref-
erence to the unemployment rate that
is being changed in this resolution?

Ms. FOXX. I believe that the Mur-
phy’s law that was operating on our
side of the aisle has skipped over, and
the gentleman is referencing the wrong
bill.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time, this
is the bill that is referenced in the res-
olution that the Clerk read. I heard
that. And I am here ready to discuss
the Thomasina E. Jordan Indian Tribes
of Virginia Federal Recognition Act of
2011, but I can’t find the corresponding
change that this resolution makes.
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I just would like to ask the gentle-
lady, where in the bill is the unemploy-
ment reference in this Thomasina In-
dian Tribes recognition bill?

Ms. FOXX. I believe, again, that the
gentleman is referencing the wrong
bill. We are dealing with House Resolu-
tion 741 at this point, and I believe the
gentleman is on the wrong bill.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time, if I
can ask the Clerk to read the current
resolution before us.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Clerk will report the res-
olution.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I think by
having the Reading Clerk read this, we
can see, as I said before, that, unfortu-
nately, it appears that the mistakes
have gone over to the other side of the
aisle. As the gentleman would see, he
was quoting the wrong resolution. We
are dealing with changes to House Res-
olution 783.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time,
again, looking at the THOMAS reg-
istry, H.R. 783 is called the Thomasina
E. Jordan Indian Tribes of Virginia
Federal Recognition Act.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado controls the
time.

Mr. POLIS. But let us get on to it.

Again, the corresponding change does
not exist in the spirit of bipartisanship.
I was informed that my party was will-
ing to withdraw their objection to a
change that would have made a proper
reference in this resolution to a cor-
responding bill that made sense.

Absent that, the change does not
make sense. I think it speaks to, again,
the broader issue of: Why the great
rush on a bill that is not an emergency
bill by any sense of the word?

There are critical bills we face that
we need to move quickly on. My good-
ness, the Senate just passed the middle
class tax cut. If the House doesn’t pass
a corresponding middle class tax cut,
taxes will increase for tens of millions
of American families on January 1.
There should be, likewise, some ur-
gency around reining in our budget def-
icit and balancing the budget. Like-
wise, there should be some degree of
urgency about creating jobs and ending
the recession, putting people back to
work.

Here we have a bill, H.R. 4078, which,
of course, is referenced under either
version—the corrected or noncorrected
version of this particular resolution—
that is not a bipartisan bill. It’s a bill
that, in Judiciary Committee, did not
have any Democratic support.
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It is a bill that the President has in-
dicated he does not support. It is a bill
that we have no indication from the
Senate that they would proceed with or
pass. And I fail to understand the ur-
gency of moving forward so fast that
we don’t only make—that there is not
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only a mistake that was made in the
original bill, but there is also a mis-
take apparently that was made in the
correcting resolution, and there seems
to be some uncertainty about whether
we are even talking about a change to
this bill or a Virginia tribe bill or an
unemployment definition.

And again, I would fully understand
that if this was an emergency situation
that required this body to move for-
ward on behalf of our Nation. If this
was a last-minute deal and something
was expiring at midnight, we would
need to immediately correct that and
move forward. And I don’t think there
would be any games from either side
because that’s for the importance of
the country. But that’s not the situa-
tion that we are facing here today.

Now the American people, unfortu-
nately, have grown to expect ineffi-
ciency and ineffectiveness from the
House of Representatives. But this set
of errors, this comedy of errors here
today, is really just icing on the cake.

The Republicans have put together a
partisan, omnibus bill that they later
find out had a typo. Then there was an
effort to correct the typo, an effort
that our side was willing to allow to
move forward after briefly discussing.
And then inexplicably, the Republicans
decided not to correct the mistake.
And now it is unclear whether we are
talking about a tribal recognition bill
or a nonexistent bill, a bill that has
not been introduced. If there is no H.
Res. 783, we are referencing a non-
existent bill, unless it references H.R.
783 from a previous session. But in any
event, these matters need to be cor-
rected before we can proceed in any
manner. This is an example of how the
House of Representatives is run of late.

There are many bipartisan, job-cre-
ating ideas that we can take up and we
should take up on behalf of the coun-
try.

Instead, we have a partisan approach
that lacks bipartisan support, an inno-
cent error made in the bill, another in-
nocent error made in correcting the
error to the bill. And that leaves us in
a quandary, frankly, because we are
discussing a fix to a nonexistent bill
that it is hard to debate or talk about
because how can one be for or against
a change to a nonexistent bill. And
that puts all of us in a very difficult
situation.

I'm sure, Mr. Speaker, the American
public, even more so, the dismay that
they show at this Congress, is only
doubled and tripled, just throwing up
their arms and saying, How are you
even talking about a bill that makes
reference to and changes a nonexistent
bill which may or may not be a Vir-
ginia tribal bill, an underlying bill that
is a partisan bill that confuses employ-
ment with unemployment?

So that’s where we are, Mr. Speaker.
We’ll get through this together. We’ll
move forward as a country, but we can
do better.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I just have
to point out to my colleague across the
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aisle that he has added a whole act to
this comedy of errors, a whole act.

I know that my colleague in his ori-
entation must have learned the dif-
ference between bills and resolutions.
Even though our staff attempted to
help him and his staff understand this
and save an embarrassment, we are not
dealing with a House bill; we’re dealing
with House Resolution 783, which my
colleague said does not exist. It is a
resolution, House resolution. That is
different, Mr. Speaker, from a House
bill, which is an H.R., has an H.R. num-
ber. So, unfortunately, again my col-
league has compounded the situation.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take my
colleague’s offer—I hope he will fulfill
his comment that they won’t object to
our getting this matter straight and
moving on this morning so that we can
get to the other business of the House.
And with that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. POLIS. Prior to yielding to the
gentlelady from Connecticut, I just
want to the ask the gentlelady from
North Carolina, what is House Resolu-
tion 783? We’re having trouble locating
it.

I yield to the gentlelady.

Ms. FOXX. That does not exist, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time,
again, in the absence of an actual
House Resolution 783, I thought per-
haps it was an erroneous reference to
H.R. 783. Again, it is unclear what we
are debating, but I know that we have
somebody here who wants to debate an
important topic that is critical to the
country.

I am happy to yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, instead
of debating whether we are going to
have a resolution to fix a resolution or
a resolution to fix a bill, what I want
to urge is that what we do, that this
House take up the middle class tax re-
lief package that the Senate passed
yesterday. So I rise to urge the House
majority to bring to the floor the mid-
dle class tax cut that was passed in the
Senate yesterday.

Let me just take a quote from The
Washington Post yesterday, the head-
line: ‘““Republicans want to raise taxes
on the poor. Why?”’

The tax cut plan passed yesterday by
the Democrats in the Senate and sup-
ported by the President would provide
tax cuts to 98 percent of Americans and
97 percent of small businesses in this
country. Failure to pass this bill would
mean 114 million middle class families
would see their taxes increase, includ-
ing 1.4 million in my State of Con-
necticut.

Yet, the House majority appears in-
tent on holding these middle class tax
cuts hostage to further tax cuts for the
wealthiest people in this Nation. In
fact, the House majority’s reverse
Robin Hood tax plan, which failed in
the Senate yesterday, would raise
taxes on middle class and working fam-
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ilies in order to pay for even more
breaks for the wealthiest Americans.

The majority’s tax plan is uncon-
scionable. In order to pay for an over
$160,000 tax break for millionaires, it
would allow tax cuts to expire for 13
million working families and raise
taxes on the most vulnerable house-
holds in America.

The Republican proposal would sig-
nificantly weaken the child tax credit,
leaving nearly 9 million families to
lose an average of $8564, with a family
with one full-time minimum wage
earner and two children seeing their
credit drop far more drastically, from
$1,812 to $267. As a result, the families
of 2 million children would be pushed
back into poverty.

In addition, the Republican proposal
would weaken the earned income tax
credit, which supports low-income
working families. This credit kept 8.3
million people out of poverty last year.
The proposal would also prevent mil-
lions of families from getting help to
pay for college through the American
Opportunity Tax Credit. And all to pay
for more tax breaks for the wealthiest
families in this country.

This tax plan reveals the true colors
of this House majority. They say they
do not want to raise taxes on Ameri-
cans in this economy, but their actions
here speak louder than their rhetoric.

Again, a quote from an article yes-
terday in The New York Times:

Senate Republicans will press this week to
extend tax cuts for affluent families sched-
uled to expire January 1, but the same Re-
publican tax plan would allow a series of tax
cuts for the working poor and the middle
class to end next year.

J 1030

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentlewoman
an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. DELAURQO. There is a better way
forward. Let’s take up the bill that was
passed by the Senate, a bill that pro-
vides continued tax relief for the vast
majority of American families. Let’s
not hurt working class families with
children who are struggling to get by
in order to support tax breaks for the
wealthiest few. Let’s have this House
majority bring up the Senate-passed
middle class tax plan. Support tax re-
lief for middle class and working fami-
lies, and I thank the gentleman.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to inquire of my colleague if he be-
lieves that his side, in keeping with the
theme of Shakespeare, has extracted
their pound of flesh this morning? If so,
we are ready to close.

Mr. POLIS. We have one remaining
speaker.

Ms. FOXX. I will reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to insert the text of the
amendment in the RECORD, along with
extraneous material, immediately
prior to the vote on the previous ques-
tion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. If we defeat the previous
question, I will offer an amendment to
the rule to make in order an amend-
ment which proposes that Congress
will not adjourn until the President
signs middle class tax cuts into law.

With that, I would like to yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TONKO).

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Colorado for yield-
ing time.

I would hope that the order of busi-
ness on this floor is guided by prior-
ities, the most essential priorities that
are calling for this body to respond to
the people of this great Nation, and in
these difficult economic times to do it
with a degree of urgency. But what is
our order of business here today on the
floor? Fixing a typo. That’s what we’re
doing here this morning. We’re fixing a
typo in an election-year driven, politi-
cally motivated bill. But we are really
wasting time and playing games. You
see, our families and businesses are
calling out for compromise, for con-
fidence and for certainty. And this
body has utterly failed to answer that
call.

Just yesterday, the other Chamber
passed a bill to guarantee the current
tax rate for our middle class. If this
bill fails to pass, taxes will go up on
nearly everyone in this country.

But instead of passing the Senate
bill, an extension of tax rates that
nearly every single Member of this
body supports, our order of business is
an attempt to pass a rule on the under-
lying bill for a second time. Why? So
that we can continue to hold the exten-
sion of middle class tax cuts hostage to
enable the richest amongst us to get
another Bush-era style tax handout.

Make no mistake. There is but a sin-
gle roadblock in the way for the middle
class right now—and that’s the major-
ity in this House. The other Chamber
passed a bill. The President said he will
sign that bill. And if just one of every
10 Republicans in this body stands with
our side of the aisle, we can ensure cer-
tainty and confidence for our middle
class.

Instead, it looks like we are heading
down the road of yet another manufac-
tured crisis. From government shut-
downs to debt ceiling debacles to high-
way bill holdups, this body has consist-
ently fallen short over the past year
and a half.

So let’s quit these games on the un-
derlying bill. This is about more than a
typo. It’s about priorities, and it’s
about values. And right now, we must
prioritize middle class tax cuts and
provide the certainty and predict-
ability that our American families so
desperately deserve and need.

Ms. FOXX. I will continue to reserve,
Mr. Speaker, the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I didn’t like this under-
lying bill in its original form. I voted
against several components of it on Ju-
diciary Committee, and it’s a lost op-
portunity because there was real op-
portunity to do bipartisan regulatory
reform. Both parties agree with
streamlining government processes, re-
ducing red tape, and helping important
projects move forward, but that was
the path not taken.

Unfortunately, this body is moving
forward in a different way now. With
the underlying flaw in the bill, I would
imagine it would have very little sup-
port from either side of the aisle—
namely, prohibiting agencies from pro-
mulgating regulation until employ-
ment reached, or unemployment,
reached 94 percent, which is nonsen-
sical. But even this new bill now, this
correction to the bill, which corrects a
nonexistent House Resolution 783,
which, it has been indicated, needs to
be changed. And there was an effort to
do that, which was inexplicably with-
drawn. No one from my party indicated
that they planned to object; they sim-
ply reserved the right to object and
find out what exactly was going on.

We have found out what is going on.
Apparently, the Republicans need to
change the resolution that is ref-
erenced in H. Res. 741. And I hope they
do so. At the very least, then, this bill,
while bad policy, will not be nonsen-
sical as it is now, referencing a non-
existent bill. But consideration of all of
this is the equivalent of fiddling while
Rome burns.

Consideration of this rule and this
bill and the change to the bill and the
change to the rule that changed the
bill is all a major time sink while the
country has real needs, like a middle
class tax cut, like investing in infra-
structure and like creating jobs.

The only thing preventing tax cuts
for 98 percent of Americans and 97 per-
cent of small businesses from going
into effect now is this House of Rep-
resentatives. We should not hold these
tax cuts hostage to a change to a bill
and a change to a rule that changes a
bill that doesn’t exist. No—a change to
a rule to a bill. Well, that’s where we
are today in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Mr. Speaker. Frankly,
Mr. Speaker, this country deserves bet-
ter. I cannot support this wasteful rule
or bill.

I urge a ‘‘no” vote on the rule and
the underlying bill, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

We’re faced here today with trying to
correct a couple of very minor errors
that have occurred. But my colleague
wants us to violate the Constitution by
bringing forth a bill from the Senate
which the Constitution clearly says is
the responsibility of the House, and
legislation related to taxes must begin
in the House, so I find it a little unset-
tling that our colleagues have urged us
to take up a bill that they know would
violate the Constitution. All we’re
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dealing with here are, again, some very
minor clerical errors.

Mistakes happen. As silly and as em-
barrassing they are, but adults take re-
sponsibility for their mistakes, and
that’s what we’re doing here. At the
end of the day, we’ll still pass a bill to
cut down on a bloated bureaucracy and
to allow small businesses to flourish.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. FOXX

Ms. FOXX. With that, Mr. Speaker, 1
move to amend the resolution with the
amendment I have placed at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, line 5, strike 783"
¢T38,

The material previously referred to
by Mr. PoLIS is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 741 OFFERED BY

MR. PoLIS OF COLORADO

At the end, add the following new sections:

SEC. 2. It shall not be in order to consider
a concurrent resolution providing for ad-
journment or adjournment sine die unless
the House has been notified that the Presi-
dent has signed a bill to extend for one year
certain expired or expiring tax provisions
that apply to middle-income taxpayers with
income below $250,000 for married couples fil-
ing jointly, and below $200,000 for single fil-
ers, including, but not limited to, marginal
rate reductions, capital gains and dividend
rate preferences, alternative minimum tax
relief, marriage penalty relief, and expanded
tax relief for working families with children
and college students.

SEC. 3. Following consideration of the
amendments printed in part B of House Re-
port 112-616 pursuant to House Resolution
738, there shall be pending in the Committee
of the Whole an amendment described in sec-
tion 4 as though it were printed as the last
amendment in such part. That amendment
shall be debatable for one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by a proponent and an
opponent.

SEC. 4. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 3 is an amendment proposing to add at
the end of H.R. 4078 the text of S. 3412 as ap-
proved by the Senate on July 25, 2012.

(The information contained herein was
provided by the Republican Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and
111th Congresses.)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the

and insert
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opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . ... When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the amendment
and on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question on the amendment and on the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of adoption of the amendment
and adoption of the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 235, nays
183, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 519]

YEAS—235
Adams Alexander Amodei
Aderholt Amash Austria

Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps

Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo

NAYS—183

Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney

Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
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Fattah Lujan Ruppersberger

Filner Lynch Rush

Frank (MA) Maloney Ryan (OH)

Frelinghuysen Markey Sanchez, Linda

Fudge Matsui T.

Garamendi McCarthy (NY) Sanchez, Loretta,

Gonzalez McCollum Sarbanes

Green, Al McDermott Schakowsky

Green, Gene McGovern Schiff

Grijalva McIntyre Schrader

Gutierrez McKeon Schwartz

Hahn McNerney Scott (VA)

Hanabusa Michaud Scott, David

Hastlpgs (FL) M}ller (NC) Serrano

Hgln?lch Miller, George Sewell

H}ggms Moore Sherman

Himes Moran Sires

Hinchey Murphy (CT) Slaughter
R ghter

Hinojosa Nadler Smith (WA)

Hochul Napolitano Speier

Holden Neal

Holt Olver Stark

Honda Owens Sutton

Hoyer Pallone Thompson (CA)

Israel Pascrell Thompson (MS)

Johnson (GA) Pastor (AZ) Tierney

Johnson, E. B. Pelosi Tonko

Kaptur Perlmutter Towns

Kildee Peters Tsongas

Kind Peterson Van Hollen

Kissell Pingree (ME) Velazquez

Kucinich Polis Visclosky

Langevin Price (NC) Walz (MN)

Larsen (WA) Quigley Wasserman

Larson (CT) Rahall Schultz

Lee (CA) Rangel Waters

Levin Reyes Watt

Lewis (GA) Richardson Waxman

Lipinski Richmond Welch

Loebsack Ross (AR) Wilson (FL)

Lofgren, Zoe Rothman (NJ) Woolsey

Lowey Roybal-Allard Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—13

Ackerman Fortenberry Jackson Lee

Akin Garrett (TX)

Bishop (UT) Hirono Keating

Cardoza Jackson (IL) Meeks

Culberson Stivers
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Ms. McCOLLUM and Ms. WOOLSEY
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

“nay.”

Messrs. HUELSKAMP, GRIFFIN of
Arkansas, DREIER, LUETKEMEYER,
NUNNELEE, Mrs. EMERSON, and Mr.
KING of Iowa changed their vote from
“nay’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question
amended.

The resolution,

agreed to.

is

on the resolution, as

as amended, was

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 738 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4078.

Will the gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
SIMPSON) kindly take the chair.

J 1106
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4078) to provide that no agency may
take any significant regulatory action
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until the unemployment rate is equal
to or less than 6.0 percent, with Mr.
SIMPSON (Acting Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, July 25, 2012, a request for a re-
corded vote on amendment No. 25
printed in part B of House Report 112—
616 by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
POSEY) had been postponed.

Pursuant to clause 6 of rule XVIII,
proceedings will now resume on those
amendments printed in part B of House
Report 112-616 on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed, in the fol-
lowing order:

Amendment No. 6 by Mr. WATT of
North Carolina.

Amendment No. 7 by Mr. LOEBSACK of
Iowa.

Amendment No. 8 by Ms. RICHARDSON
of California.

Amendment No. 9 by Ms. RICHARDSON
of California.

Amendment No. 10 by Mr. CONNOLLY
of Virginia.

Amendment No. 11 by Mr. POSEY of
Florida.

Amendment No. 12 by Mr. NADLER of
New York.

Amendment No. 13 by Mr. McKINLEY
of West Virginia.

Amendment No. 15 by Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California.

Amendment No. 16 by Ms. WOOLSEY
of California.

Amendment No. 18 by Ms. WATERS of
California.

Amendment No. 19 by
FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania.

Amendment No. 20 by Mr. POSEY of
Florida.

Amendment No. 21 by Mrs. MALONEY
of New York.

Amendment No. 256 by Mr. POSEY of
Florida.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the minimum time for any electronic
vote after the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. WATT

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

Mr.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 244,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 520]

AYES—177
Altmire Berkley Brady (PA)
Andrews Berman Braley (IA)
Baca Bishop (GA) Brown (FL)
Baldwin Bishop (NY) Butterfield
Barber Blumenauer Capps
Bass (CA) Bonamici Capuano
Becerra Boswell Carnahan

Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble

Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden

Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters

NOES—244

Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
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Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Kucinich
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Lewis (CA)
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LoBiondo Pence Scott (SC)
Long Peterson Scott, Austin
Lucas Petri Sensenbrenner
Luetkemeyer Pitts Sessions
Lummis Platts Shimkus
Lungren, Daniel  Poe (TX) Shuster

E. Pompeo Simpson
Mack Posey Smith (NE)
Manzullo Price (GA) Smith (NJ)
Marchant Quayle Smith (TX)
Marino Rahall Southerland
Matheson Reed Stearns
McCarthy (CA) Rehberg Stutzman
McCaul Reichert Sullivan
McClintock Renacci Terry
McHenry Ribble Thompson (PA)
McKeon Rigell Thornberry
McKinley Rivera Tiberi
McMorris Roby Tipton

Rodgers Roe (TN) Turner (NY)
Meehan Rogers (AL) Turner (OH)
Mica Rogers (KY) Upton
Miller (FL) Rogers (MI) Walberg
Miller (MI) Rohrabacher Walden
Miller, Gary Rokita Walsh (IL)
Mulvaney Rooney Webster
Murphy (PA) Ros-Lehtinen West
Myrick Roskam Westmoreland
Neugebauer Ross (AR) Whitfield
Noem Ross (FL) Wilson (SC)
Nugent Royce Wittman
Nunes Runyan Wolf
Nunnelee Ryan (WI) Womack
Olson Scalise Woodall
Palazzo Schilling Yoder
Paul Schmidt Young (AK)
Paulsen Schock Young (FL)
Pearce Schweikert Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—10

Ackerman Hirono Meeks
Akin Jackson (IL) Murphy (CT)
Cardoza Jackson Lee Stivers
Culberson (TX)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There are 2 minutes remaining.

0 1123

Mr. SHULER changed his vote from
4én07> to &‘aye.>7

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. LOEBSACK

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LOEBSACK)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 238,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 521]

AYES—177
Altmire Bonamici Castor (FL)
Andrews Boswell Chandler
Baca Brady (PA) Chu
Baldwin Braley (IA) Cicilline
Barber Brown (FL) Clarke (MI)
Bass (CA) Butterfield Clarke (NY)
Becerra Capps Clay
Berkley Capuano Cleaver
Berman Carnahan Clyburn
Bishop (NY) Carney Cohen
Blumenauer Carson (IN) Connolly (VA)
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Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gibson
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)

NOES—238

Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
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Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tipton
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock

McHenry Reed Shuster
McKeon Rehberg Simpson
McKinley Reichert Smith (NE)
McMorris Renacci Smith (NJ)
Rodgers Ribble Smith (TX)
Meehan Rigell Southerland
Mica Rivera Stearns
Miller (FL) Roby Stutzman
Miller (MI) Roe (TN) Sullivan
Miller, Gary Rogers (AL) Terry
Mulvaney Rogers (KY) Thompson (PA)
Murphy (PA) Rogers (MI) Thornberry
Myrick Rokita Tiberi
Neugebauer Rooney Turner (NY)
Noem Ros-Lehtinen Turner (OH)
Nugent Roskam Upton
Nunes Ross (AR) Walberg
Nunnelee Ross (FL) Walden
Olson Royce Walsh (IL)
Palazzo Runyan Webster
Paul Ryan (WI) West
Paulsen Scalise Westmoreland
Pearce Schilling Whitfield
Pence Schmidt Wilson (SC)
Peterson Schock Wittman
Petri Schweikert Wolf
Pitts Scott (SC) Womack
Poe (TX) Scott, Austin Woodall
Pompeo Sensenbrenner Yoder
Posey Sessions Young (AK)
Price (GA) Shimkus Young (FL)
Quayle Shuler Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—16
Ackerman Jackson (IL) Platts
Akin Jackson Lee Rohrabacher
Bishop (GA) (TX) Smith (WA)
Cardoza McIntyre Speier
Culberson Meeks Stivers
Hirono Murphy (CT)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There are 30 seconds remaining.

0 1126

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Chair, during rollcall
vote No. 521 on July 26, 2012, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “aye.”

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MS. RICHARDSON

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
RICHARDSON) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 247,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 522]

AYES—170
Altmire Bonamici Castor (FL)
Andrews Boswell Chu
Baca Brady (PA) Cicilline
Baldwin Braley (IA) Clarke (MI)
Barber Brown (FL) Clarke (NY)
Becerra Butterfield Clay
Berkley Capps Cleaver
Berman Capuano Clyburn
Bishop (GA) Carnahan Cohen
Bishop (NY) Carney Connolly (VA)
Blumenauer Carson (IN) Conyers

Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)

NOES—247

Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
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Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woodall
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
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McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert

Ackerman
Akin

Bass (CA)
Brady (TX)
Cardoza
Culberson

Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
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Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—14

Davis (IL)
Hirono
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Meeks

Murphy (CT)
Platts
Stivers

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0 1130

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MS. RICHARDSON

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
RICHARDSON) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 246,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 523]

AYES—173
Altmire Capps Cooper
Andrews Capuano Costa
Baca Carnahan Costello
Baldwin Carney Courtney
Barber Carson (IN) Critz
Becerra Castor (FL) Crowley
Berkley Chandler Cuellar
Berman Chu Cummings
Bishop (GA) Cicilline Davis (CA)
Bishop (NY) Clarke (MI) Davis (IL)
Blumenauer Clarke (NY) DeFazio
Bonamici Clay DeGette
Boswell Cleaver DeLauro
Brady (PA) Clyburn Deutch
Braley (IA) Cohen Dicks
Brown (FL) Connolly (VA) Dingell
Butterfield Conyers Doggett

Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden
Holt

Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Johnson (GA)

Johnson, E. B.

Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart

Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard

NOES—246

Dold

Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Ruppersberger

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Schwartz

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell

Sherman

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Stark

Sutton

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz (MN)

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters

Watt

Waxman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Woolsey

Yarmuth

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
MeclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
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Olson Rohrabacher Stearns
Palazzo Rokita Stutzman
Paul Rooney Sullivan
Paulsen Ros-Lehtinen Terry
Pearce Roskam Thompson (PA)
Pence Ross (AR) Thornberry
Pete}“son Ross (FL) Tiberi
Pf}trl Royce Tipton
gtﬁ gunyaz%vb Turner (NY)
atts yan -
Poe (TX) Scalise réurnel (OH)
s pton
Pompeo Schilling Walberg
Posey Schmidt Walden
Price (GA) Schock Walsh (IL)
Quayle Schrader
Rahall Schweikert Webster
Reed Scott (SC) West
Rehberg Scott, Austin Westmoreland
Reichert Sensenbrenner Whitfield
Renacci Sessions Wilson (SC)
Ribble Shimkus Wittman
Rigell Shuler Wolf
Rivera Shuster Womack
Roby Simpson Woodall
Roe (TN) Smith (NE) Yoder
Rogers (AL) Smith (NJ) Young (AK)
Rogers (KY) Smith (TX) Young (FL)
Rogers (MI) Southerland Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—12
Ackerman Hirono Murphy (CT)
AKkin Jackson (IL) Rangel
Bass (CA) Jackson Lee Stivers
Cardoza (TX)
Culberson Meeks

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0 1133

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY
OF VIRGINIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 234,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 524]

AYES—179
Altmire Carney Cummings
Andrews Carson (IN) Davis (CA)
Baca Castor (FL) DeFazio
Baldwin Chandler DeGette
Barber Chu DeLauro
Bass (CA) Cicilline Deutch
Becerra Clarke (MI) Dicks
Berkley Clarke (NY) Dingell
Berman Clay Doggett
Bishop (GA) Cleaver Donnelly (IN)
Bishop (NY) Clyburn Doyle
Blumenauer Cohen Edwards
Bonamici Connolly (VA) Ellison
Boren Conyers Engel
Boswell Cooper Eshoo
Brady (PA) Costa Farr
Braley (IA) Costello Fattah
Brown (FL) Courtney Filner
Butterfield Critz Frank (MA)
Capps Crowley Fudge
Capuano Cuellar Garamendi
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Gibson
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden

Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (TN)

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Moran

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel

Reyes
Richardson
Rigell

Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

NOES—234

Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
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Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schiff

Schwartz

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell

Sherman

Shuler

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Stark

Sutton

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz (MN)

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters

Watt

Waxman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Woolsey

Yarmuth

Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)

Quayle Schilling Tiberi
Reed Schmidt Tipton
Rehberg Schock Turner (NY)
Reichert Schrader Turner (OH)
Renacci Schweikert Upton
Ribble Scott (SC) Walberg
Rivera Scott, Austin Walden
Roby Sensenbrenner
Roe (TN) Sessions &/:;S:tl egL)
Rogers (AL) Shimkus West
Rogers (KY) Shuster
Rogers (MI) Simpson We§tmore1and
Rohrabacher Smith (NE) Whitfield
Rokita Smith (NJ) Wilson (SC)
Rooney Smith (TX) Wittman
Ros-Lehtinen Southerland Wolf
Roskam Stearns Womack
Ross (FL) Stutzman Woodall
Royce Sullivan Yoder
Runyan Terry Young (AK)
Ryan (WI) Thompson (PA) Young (FL)
Scalise Thornberry Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—18
Ackerman Duncan (SC) Meeks
Akin Hirono Murphy (CT)
Bachus Jackson (IL) Richmond
Cardoza Jackson Lee Schakowsky
Carnahan (TX) Stivers
Culberson Mack
Dayvis (IL) Marchant

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).

There is 1 minute remaining.

0 1136

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. POSEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. POSEY) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 171,

not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 525]

AYES—248
Adams Broun (GA) Denham
Aderholt Buchanan Dent
Alexander Bucshon DesdJarlais
Altmire Buerkle Diaz-Balart
Amash Burgess Dold
Amodei Burton (IN) Dreier
Austria Calvert Duffy
Bachmann Camp Duncan (SC)
Barletta Campbell Duncan (TN)
Barrow Canseco Ellmers
Bartlett Cantor Emerson
Barton (TX) Capito Farenthold
Bass (CA) Carter Fincher
Benishek Cassidy Fitzpatrick
Berg Chabot Flake
Bilbray Chaffetz Fleischmann
Bilirakis Chandler Fleming
Bishop (UT) Coble Flores
Black Coffman (CO) Forbes
Blackburn Cole Fortenberry
Bonner Conaway Foxx
Bono Mack Costa Franks (AZ)
Boren Cravaack Frelinghuysen
Boswell Crawford Gallegly
Boustany Crenshaw Gardner
Brady (TX) Cuellar Garrett
Brooks Davis (KY) Gerlach

Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lucas

Andrews
Baca
Bachus
Baldwin
Barber
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cummings

Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)

NOES—1171

Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel

Eshoo

Farr

Fattah
Filner

Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul

Holt

Honda

Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
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Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Long
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
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Pingree (ME) Schiff Tonko
Polis Schrader Towns
Price (NC) Schwartz Tsongas
Quigley Scott (VA) Van Hollen
Rangel Scott, David Velazquez
nges Serrano Visclosky
g}cﬁardsgn glelwell Walz (MN)
ichmon erman
Rothman (NJ)  Shuler Wassorman
Roybal-Allard  Sires cruits
Ruppersberger Slaughter Waters
Rush Smith (WA) Watt
Ryan (OH) Speier Waxman
Sanchez, Linda  Stark Welch
T. Sutton Wilson (FL)
Sanchez, Loretta Thompson (CA) Wolf
Sarbanes Thompson (MS)  Woolsey
Schakowsky Tierney Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—12
Ackerman Hirono Meeks
AKkin Jackson (IL) Murphy (CT)
Cardoza Jackson Lee Stivers
Culberson (TX)
Davis (IL) Mack

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0O 1141

Mr. LUETKEMEYER changed his
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, on rolicall No. 525,
| inadvertantly voted “no” when | intended to
vote “aye.”

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 243,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 526]

AYES—176
Andrews Cicilline Doyle
Baca Clarke (MI) Edwards
Baldwin Clarke (NY) Ellison
Barber Clay Engel
Bass (CA) Cleaver Eshoo
Becerra Clyburn Farr
Berkley Cohen Fattah
Berman Connolly (VA) Filner
Bishop (GA) Conyers Fitzpatrick
Bishop (NY) Cooper Frank (MA)
Blumenauer Courtney Fudge
Bonamici Critz Garamendi
Boswell Crowley Gerlach
Brady (PA) Cuellar Gibson
Braley (IA) Cummings Gonzalez
Brown (FL) Davis (CA) Green, Al
Butterfield DeFazio Grijalva
Capps DeGette Gutierrez
Capuano DeLauro Hahn
Carnahan Dent Hanabusa
Carney Deutch Hastings (FL)
Carson (IN) Dicks Hayworth
Castor (FL) Dingell Heinrich
Chandler Doggett Higgins
Chu Donnelly (IN) Himes

Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul

Holt

Honda
Hoyer
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)

Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Platts
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky

NOES—243

Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Israel

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kaptur

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
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Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
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Roby Scott (SC) Turner (NY)
Roe (TN) Scott, Austin Turner (OH)
Rogers (AL) Sensenbrenner Upton
Rogers (KY) Sessions Walberg
Rogers (MI) Shimkus Walden
Roh?abacher Shuler Walsh (IL)
Rokita Spuster Webster
Rooney ) Slmpson West
Ros-Lehtinen Sm;th (NE) Westmoreland
Roskam Smith (NJ) Whitfield
Ross (AR) Smith (TX) .
Ross (FL) Southerland Wilson (SC)
Royce Stearns Wittman
Runyan Stutzman Wolf
Ryan (WI) Sullivan Womack
Scalise Terry Woodall
Schilling Thompson (PA)  Yoder
Schmidt Thornberry Young (AK)
Schock Tiberi Young (FL)
Schweikert Tipton Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—12
Ackerman Hirono Meeks
Akin Jackson (IL) Murphy (CT)
Cardoza Jackson Lee Stivers
Culberson (TX)
Davis (IL) Mack

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0O 1145

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MCKINLEY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 178,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 527]

AYES—240
Adams Calvert Farenthold
Aderholt Camp Fincher
Alexander Campbell Fitzpatrick
Amash Canseco Flake
Amodei Cantor Fleischmann
Austria Capito Fleming
Bachmann Carter Flores
Bachus Cassidy Forbes
Barletta Chabot Fortenberry
Barrow Chaffetz Franks (AZ)
Bartlett Coble Frelinghuysen
Barton (TX) Coffman (CO) Gallegly
Benishek Cole Gardner
Berg Conaway Garrett
Biggert Costello Gerlach
Bilirakis Cravaack Gibbs
Bishop (UT) Crawford Gingrey (GA)
Black Crenshaw Gohmert
Blackburn Cuellar Goodlatte
Bonner Davis (KY) Gosar
Bono Mack Denham Gowdy
Boren Dent Granger
Boustany DesJarlais Graves (GA)
Brady (TX) Diaz-Balart Graves (MO)
Brooks Donnelly (IN) Green, Gene
Broun (GA) Dreier Griffin (AR)
Buchanan Duffy Griffith (VA)
Bucshon Duncan (SC) Grimm
Buerkle Duncan (TN) Guinta
Burgess Ellmers Guthrie
Burton (IN) Emerson Hall
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Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kaptur
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Long
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro

MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

NOES—178

Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold

Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr

Fattah
Filner

Foxx

Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gibson
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden

Holt

Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Keating
Kildee

Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
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Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Lucas

Lujan
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Moran

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel

Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger

Rush Sewell Tsongas
Ryan (OH) Shuler Van Hollen
Sanchez, Linda Sires Velazquez
T. Slaughter Visclosky
Sanchez, Loretta Smith (WA) Walz (MN)
Sarbanes Speier Wasserman
Schakowsky Stark Schultz
Schiff Sutton Waters
Schrader Thompson (CA) Watt
Schwartz Thompson (MS) Welch
Scott (VA) Tierney Wilson (FL)
Scott, David Tonko Woolsey
Serrano Towns Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—13
Ackerman Hirono Meeks
AKkin Jackson (IL) Murphy (CT)
Cardoza Jackson Lee Stivers
Culberson (TX) Waxman
Dayvis (IL) Mack

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0 1148

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. GEORGE

MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which

the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The

ment.

Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 239,

not voting 18, as follows:

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Barrow
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper

[Roll No. 528]
AYES—174

Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr

Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gibson
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes

redesignate

Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden

Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre

the

McNerney
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen

Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)

NOES—239

Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Manzullo
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
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Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
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Turner (NY) West Woodall
Turner (OH) Westmoreland Yoder
Upton Whitfield Young (AK)
Walberg Wilson (SC) Young (FL)
Walden Wittman Young (IN)
Walsh (IL) Wolf
Webster Womack

NOT VOTING—18
Ackerman Gutierrez Meeks
AKkin Hirono Murphy (CT)
Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Rogers (MI)
Cardoza Jackson Lee Stivers
Culberson (TX) Sullivan
Davis (IL) Mack
Fattah Marchant

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0 1151

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 236,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 529]

AYES—178
Altmire DeFazio Keating
Andrews DeGette Kildee
Baca DeLauro Kind
Baldwin Deutch Kissell
Barber Dicks Kucinich
Bass (CA) Dingell Langevin
Becerra Doggett Larsen (WA)
Berkley Donnelly (IN) Larson (CT)
Berman Doyle Lee (CA)
Bishop (GA) Edwards Levin
Bishop (NY) Ellison Lewis (GA)
Blumenauer Engel Lipinski
Bonamici Eshoo LoBiondo
Boswell Farr Loebsack
Brady (PA) Filner Lofgren, Zoe
Braley (IA) Frank (MA) Lowey
Brown (FL) Fudge Lujan
Butterfield Garamendi Lynch
Capps Gibson Maloney
Capuano Gonzalez Markey
Carnahan Green, Al Matsui
Carney Green, Gene McCarthy (NY)
Carson (IN) Grijalva McCollum
Castor (FL) Gutierrez McDermott
Chandler Hahn McGovern
Chu Hanabusa McIntyre
Cicilline Hastings (FL) McNerney
Clarke (MI) Heinrich Michaud
Clarke (NY) Higgins Miller (NC)
Clay Himes Miller, George
Cleaver Hinchey Moore
Clyburn Hinojosa Moran
Cohen Hochul Nadler
Connolly (VA) Holden Napolitano
Conyers Holt Neal
Cooper Honda Olver
Costello Hoyer Pallone
Critz Israel Pastor (AZ)
Crowley Johnson (GA) Pelosi
Cuellar Johnson (IL) Perlmutter
Cummings Johnson, E. B. Peters
Davis (CA) Kaptur Pingree (ME)

Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano

Sewell
Sherman

Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier

Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)

NOES—236

Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
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Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
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Womack Yoder Young (FL)

Woodall Young (AK) Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—17

Ackerman Davis (IL) Mack

Akin Fattah Meeks

Bishop (UT) Hirono Murphy (CT)

Cardoza Jackson (IL) Pascrell

Courtney Jackson Lee Smith (TX)

Culberson (TX) Stivers

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0 1155

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 171, noes 247,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 530]

AYES—171
Andrews Doggett Lujan
Baca Donnelly (IN) Lynch
Baldwin Doyle Maloney
Barber Edwards Markey
Bass (CA) Ellison Matsui
Becerra Engel McCarthy (NY)
Berkley Eshoo McCollum
Berman Farr McDermott
Bishop (GA) Filner McGovern
Bishop (NY) Frank (MA) McNerney
Blumenauer Fudge Michaud
Bonamici Garamendi Miller (NC)
Boswell Gonzalez Miller, George
Brady (PA) Green, Al Moore
Braley (IA) Grijalva Moran
Brown (FL) Gutierrez Nadler
Butterfield Hahn Napolitano
Capps Hanabusa Neal
Capuano Hastings (FL) Olver
Carnahan Heinrich Owens
Carney Higgins Pallone
Carson (IN) Himes Pascrell
Castor (FL) Hinchey Pastor (AZ)
Chu Hinojosa Pelosi
Cicilline Holden Perlmutter
Clarke (MI) Holt Peters
Clarke (NY) Honda Pingree (ME)
Clay Hoyer Polis
Cleaver Israel Price (NC)
Clyburn Johnson (GA) Quigley
Cohen Johnson, E. B. Rahall
Connolly (VA) Jones Rangel
Conyers Kaptur Reyes
Cooper Keating Richardson
Costa Kildee Richmond
Costello Kind Rothman (NJ)
Courtney Kissell Roybal-Allard
Critz Kucinich Ruppersberger
Crowley Langevin Rush
Cuellar Larsen (WA) Ryan (OH)
Cummings Larson (CT) Sanchez, Linda
Davis (CA) Lee (CA) T.
DeFazio Levin Sanchez, Loretta
DeGette Lewis (GA) Sarbanes
DeLauro Lipinski Schakowsky
Deutch Loebsack Schiff
Dicks Lofgren, Zoe Schwartz
Dingell Lowey Scott (VA)
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Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier

Stark
Sutton

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)

Ackerman
Akin

Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky

Walz (MN)

NOES—247

Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Hochul
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes

Cardoza
Culberson
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Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—13

Davis (IL)
Fattah

Hirono Jackson Lee Meeks
Jackson (IL) (TX) Murphy (CT)
Mack Stivers

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1158

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR.
FITZPATRICK

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FITZPATRICK) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 166,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 531]

AYES—251
Adams DesJarlais Hultgren
Aderholt Diaz-Balart Hunter
Alexander Dold Hurt
Amash Dreier Issa
Amodei Duffy Jenkins
Austria Duncan (SC) Johnson (IL)
Bachmann Duncan (TN) Johnson (OH)
Bachus Ellmers Johnson, Sam
Barletta Emerson Jones
Barrow Farenthold Jordan
Bartlett Fincher Kelly
Barton (TX) Fitzpatrick Kind
Benishek Flake King (IA)
Berg Fleischmann King (NY)
Biggert Fleming Kingston
Bilbray Flores Kinzinger (IL)
Bilirakis Forbes Kissell
Bishop (UT) Fortenberry Kline
Black Foxx Labrador
Blackburn Franks (AZ) Lamborn
Bonner Frelinghuysen Lance
Bono Mack Gallegly Landry
Boren Gardner Lankford
Boswell Garrett Latham
Boustany Gerlach LaTourette
Brooks Gibbs Latta
Broun (GA) Gibson Lewis (CA)
Buchanan Gingrey (GA) LoBiondo
Bucshon Gohmert Loebsack
Buerkle Goodlatte Long
Burgess Gosar Lucas
Burton (IN) Gowdy Luetkemeyer
Calvert Granger Lummis
Camp Graves (GA) Lungren, Daniel
Canseco Graves (MO) E.
Cantor Griffin (AR) Manzullo
Capito Griffith (VA) Marchant
Carter Grimm Marino
Cassidy Guinta Matheson
Chabot Guthrie McCarthy (CA)
Chaffetz Hall McCaul
Coble Hanna MecClintock
Coffman (CO) Harper McHenry
Cole Harris McIntyre
Conaway Hartzler McKeon
Connolly (VA) Hastings (WA) McKinley
Cravaack Hayworth McMorris
Crawford Heck Rodgers
Crenshaw Hensarling Meehan
Critz Herger Mica
Cuellar Herrera Beutler Miller (FL)
Dayvis (KY) Holden Miller (MI)
Denham Huelskamp Miller, Gary
Dent Huizenga (MI) Mulvaney

Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Ackerman
Akin
Cardoza
Culberson
Dayvis (IL)

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)

NOES—166

Farr

Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul

Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
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Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—14

Fattah

Hirono

Jackson (IL)

Jackson Lee
(TX)

Mack

Meeks
Murphy (CT)
Stivers
Waters



H5316

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1201

Ms. BERKLEY changed her vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘“no.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. POSEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. POSEY) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 245, noes 171,

not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 532]

AYES—245
Adams Diaz-Balart Issa
Aderholt Dold Jenkins
Alexander Dreier Johnson (OH)
Altmire Duffy Johnson, Sam
Amodei Duncan (SC) Jones
Austria Duncan (TN) Jordan
Bachmann Ellmers Kelly
Bachus Emerson King (IA)
Barletta Farenthold King (NY)
Barrow Fincher Kingston
Bartlett Fitzpatrick Kinzinger (IL)
Barton (TX) Flake Kissell
Benishek Fleischmann Kline
Berg Fleming Labrador
Biggert Flores Lamborn
Bilbray Forbes Lance
Bilirakis Fortenberry Landry
Bishop (GA) Foxx Lankford
Bishop (UT) Franks (AZ) Latham
Black Frelinghuysen LaTourette
Blackburn Gallegly Latta
Bonner Gardner Lewis (CA)
Bono Mack Garrett LoBiondo
Boren Gerlach Long
Boustany Gibbs Lucas
Brady (TX) Gingrey (GA) Luetkemeyer
Brooks Gohmert Lummis
Broun (GA) Goodlatte Lungren, Daniel
Buchanan Gosar E.
Bucshon Gowdy Manzullo
Buerkle Granger Marchant
Burgess Graves (GA) Marino
Burton (IN) Graves (MO) Matheson
Calvert Green, Gene McCarthy (CA)
Camp Griffin (AR) McCaul
Campbell Griffith (VA) McClintock
Canseco Grimm McHenry
Cantor Guinta McIntyre
Capito Guthrie McKeon
Carter Hall McKinley
Cassidy Hanna McMorris
Chabot Harper Rodgers
Chaffetz Harris Meehan
Coble Hartzler Mica
Coffman (CO) Hastings (WA) Miller (FL)
Cole Hayworth Miller (MI)
Conaway Heck Miller, Gary
Costello Hensarling Mulvaney
Cravaack Herger Murphy (PA)
Crawford Herrera Beutler = Myrick
Crenshaw Holden Neugebauer
Critz Huelskamp Noem
Davis (KY) Huizenga (MI) Nugent
Denham Hultgren Nunes
Dent Hunter Nunnelee
DesdJarlais Hurt Olson

Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence

Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher

Amash
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr

Filner
Frank (MA)

Ackerman
Akin
Cardoza
Culberson
Davis (IL)
Fattah

Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman

NOES—171

Fudge
Garamendi
Gibson
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul

Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
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Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—15

Hirono

Jackson (IL)

Jackson Lee
(TX)

Mack

Meeks

Miller (NC)
Murphy (CT)
Rothman (NJ)
Stivers

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).

There is 1 minute remaining.

July 26, 2012

0 1204

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 243,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 533]

AYES—173
Altmire Fudge Neal
Andrews Garamendi Olver
Baca Gibson Pallone
Baldwin Gonzalez Pascrell
Barber Green, Al Pastor (AZ)
Bass (CA) Green, Gene Pelosi
Becerra Grijalva Perlmutter
Berkley Gutierrez Peters
Berman Hahn Pingree (ME)
Bishop (GA) Hanabusa Polis
Bishop (NY) Hastings (FL) Price (NC)
Blumenauer Heinrich Quigley
Bonamici Higgins

. Rangel
Boswell Himes
Brady (PA) Hinchey Rfeyes
Braley (IA) Hinojosa Richardson
Brown (FL) Hochul Richmond
Capps Holden Rothman (NJ)
Capuano Holt Roybal-Allard
Carnahan Honda Ruppersberger
Carney Hoyer Rush
Carson (IN) Israel Ryan (OH)
Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) Sanchez, Linda
Chandler Johnson, E. B. T.
Chu Jones Sanchez, Loretta
Cicilline Kaptur Sarbanes
Clarke (MI) Keating Schakowsky
Clarke (NY) Kildee Schiff
Clay Kind Schwartz
Cleaver Kissell Scott (VA)
Clyburn Kucinich Scott, David
Cohen Langevin Serrano
Connolly (VA) Larsen (WA) Sewell
Conyers Larson (CT) Sherman
Costa. Lovin Sires
Costello Lewis (GA) giftghh(t‘% N
Courtney Lipinski Speier
Critz Loebsack peler

Stark
Crowley Lofgren, Zoe
Sutton

Cuellar Lowey Thompson (CA)
Cummings Lujan
Davis (CA) Lynch Thompson (MS)
DeFazio Maloney Tierney
DeGette Markey Tonko
DeLauro Matsui Towns
Deutch McCarthy (NY) ~— Tsongas
Dicks McCollum Van Hollen
Dingell McDermott Velazquez
Doggett McGovern Visclosky
Donnelly (IN) McIntyre Walz (MN)
Doyle McNerney Wasserman
Edwards Michaud Schultz
Ellison Miller (NC) Watt
Engel Miller, George Waxman
Eshoo Moore Welch
Farr Moran Wilson (FL)
Filner Nadler Woolsey
Frank (MA) Napolitano Yarmuth

NOES—243
Adams Alexander Amodei
Aderholt Amash Austria
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Bachmann Graves (MO) Pearce
Bachus Griffin (AR) Pence
Barletta Griffith (VA) Peterson
Barrow Grimm Petri
Bartlett Guinta Pitts
Barton (TX) Guthrie Platts
Bass (NH) Hall Poe (TX)
Benishek Hanna Pompeo
Berg Harper Posey
Biggert Harris Price (GA)
Bilbray Hartzler Quayle
Bilirakis Hastings (WA) Rahall
Bishop (UT) Hayworth Reed
Black Heck Rehberg
Blackburn Hensarling Reichert
Bonner Herger Renacci
Bono Mack Herrera Beutler  Ripple
Boren Huelskamp Rigell
Boustany Huizenga (MI) Rivera
Brady (TX) Hultgren Roby
Brooks Hunter Roe (TN)
Broun (GA) Hurt Rogers (AL)
Buchanan Issa ) Rogers (KY)
Bucshon Jenkins Rogers (MI)
Buerkle Johnson (IL) Rohrabacher
Burgess Johnson (OH) Rokita
Burton (IN) Johnson, Sam Rooney
Calvert Jordan Ros-Lehtinen
Camp Kelly Roskam
Campbell King (IA) Ross (AR)
Canseco King (NY) Ross (FL)
Cantor Kingston Ro
X A yce
Capito Kinzinger (IL) Run
X yan
Carter Kline Ryan (WI)
Cassidy Labrador Seali
calise
Chabot Lamborn s
Schilling
Chaffetz Lance Schmidt
Coble Landry Schock
Coffman (CO) Lankford Sohrader
Cole Latham Schweikert
Conaway LaTourette
Cravaack Latta Scott (SC) .
Crawford Lewis (CA) Scott, Austin
Crenshaw LoBiondo Sensenbrenner
Davis (KY) Long Sessions
Denham Lucas Shimkus
Dent Luetkemeyer Shuler
DesJarlais Lummis Shuster
Diaz-Balart Lungren, Daniel ~ Simpson
Dold E. Smith (NE)
Dreier Manzullo Smith (NJ)
Duffy Marchant Smith (TX)
Duncan (SC) Marino Southerland
Duncan (TN) Matheson Stearns
Ellmers McCarthy (CA) ~ Stutzman
Emerson McCaul Sullivan
Farenthold McClintock Terry
Fincher McHenry Thompson (PA)
Fitzpatrick McKeon Thornberry
Flake McKinley Tiberi
Fleischmann McMorris Tipton
Fleming Rodgers Turner (NY)
Flores Meehan Turner (OH)
Forbes Mica Upton
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Walberg
Foxx Miller (MI) Walden
Franks (AZ) Miller, Gary Walsh (IL)
Frelinghuysen Mulvaney Webster
Gallegly Murphy (PA) West,
Gardner Myrick Westmoreland
Garrett Neugebauer Whitfield
Gerlach Noem Wilson (SC)
Gibbs Nugent Wittman
Gingrey (GA) Nunes Wolf
Gohmert Nunnelee Womack
Goodlatte Olson Woodall
Gosar Owens Yoder
Gowdy Palazzo Young (AK)
Granger Paul Young (FL)
Graves (GA) Paulsen Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—15
Ackerman Fattah Meeks
Akin Hirono Murphy (CT)
Butterfield Jackson (IL) Stivers
Cardoza Jackson Lee Waters
Culberson (TX)
Davis (IL) Mack

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. POSEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. POSEY) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 165,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 534]

AYES—251
Adams Fleming Long
Aderholt Flores Lucas
Alexander Forbes Luetkemeyer
Amash Fortenberry Lummis
Amodei Foxx Lungren, Daniel
Austria Franks (AZ) E.
Bachmann Frelinghuysen Manzullo
Bachus Gallegly Marchant
Barletta Gardner Marino
Bartlett Garrett Matheson
Barton (TX) Gerlach McCarthy (CA)
Benishek Gibbs McCaul
Berg Gibson MecClintock
Biggert Gingrey (GA) McHenry
Bilbray Gohmert MeclIntyre
Bilirakis Goodlatte McKeon
Bishop (UT) Gosar McKinley
Black Gowdy McMorris
Blackburn Granger Rodgers
Bonner Graves (GA) Meehan
Bono Mack Graves (MO) Mica
Boren Green, Al Miller (FL)
Boustany Griffin (AR) Miller (MI)
Brady (TX) Griffith (VA) Miller, Gary
Brooks Grimm Mulvaney
Buchanan Guinta Murphy (PA)
Bucshon Guthrie Myrick
Buerkle Hall Neugebauer
Burgess Hanna Noem
Burton (IN) Harper Nugent
Calvert Harris Nunes
Camp Hartzler Nunnelee
Campbell Hastings (FL) Olson
Canseco Hastings (WA) Owens
Cantor Hayworth Palazzo
Capito Heck Paul
Carter Hensarling Paulsen
Cassidy Herger Pearce
Castor (FL) Herrera Beutler  Pence
Chabot Himes Petri
Chaffetz Hinojosa Pitts
Chandler Huelskamp Platts
Coble Huizenga (MI) Poe (TX)
Coffman (CO) Hultgren Pompeo
Cole Hunter Posey
Conaway Hurt Price (GA)
Cravaack Issa Quayle
Crawford Jenkins Rahall
Crenshaw Johnson (IL) Reed
Cuellar Johnson (OH) Rehberg
Davis (KY) Johnson, Sam Reichert
Denham Jones Renacci
Dent Jordan Ribble
DesJarlais Kelly Rigell
Deutch King (IA) Rivera
Diaz-Balart King (NY) Roby
Dold Kingston Roe (TN)
Donnelly (IN) Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (AL)
Dreier Kissell Rogers (KY)
Duffy Kline Rogers (MI)
Duncan (SC) Labrador Rohrabacher
Duncan (TN) Lamborn Rokita
Ellmers Lance Rooney
Emerson Landry Ros-Lehtinen
Farenthold Lankford Roskam
Fincher Latham Ross (AR)
Fitzpatrick Latta Ross (FL)
Flake Lewis (CA) Royce
Fleischmann LoBiondo Runyan
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Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr

Filner

Ackerman
AKin
Butterfield
Cardoza
Culberson
Davis (IL)

Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)

NOES—165

Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Heinrich
Higgins
Hinchey
Hochul
Holden

Holt

Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver
Pallone
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Wasserman
Schultz
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—15

Fattah

Hirono

Jackson (IL)

Jackson Lee
(TX)

Mack
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Meeks
Murphy (CT)
Stivers
Waters

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. GINGREY of

Georgia).

There

being no

further

amendments, under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly,

the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON) having assumed the chair,
Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Acting Chair
of the Committee of the Whole House
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on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 4078) to pro-
vide that no agency may take any sig-
nificant regulatory action until the un-
employment rate is equal to or less
than 6.0 percent, and, pursuant to
House Resolution 738, he reported the
bill, as amended by that resolution and
House Resolution 741, back to the
House with sundry further amend-
ments adopted in the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
further amendment reported from the
Committee of the Whole? If not, the
Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Ms. SUTTON. I am opposed in its
current form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Sutton moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 4078 to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith,
with the following amendment:

Add, at the end of the bill, the following:

TITLE VIII—-MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 801. EXEMPTION FOR DISCLOSURE OF OFF-
SHORE BANK ACCOUNTS, MIDDLE

INCOME TAX RELIEF, AND PROTEC-
TIONS FOR CONSUMERS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, nothing in this Act or the amend-
ments made by this Act shall impose any
limitation on agency action that would—

(1) require the disclosure of a foreign finan-
cial account, including a bank account;

(2) implement tax cuts for middle class
American families;

(3) protect against Asian Carp and other
invasive species;

(4) ensure the safety of prescription drugs;
or

(5) provide foreclosure relief and curb pred-
atory practices by bank and non-bank
subprime lenders.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Ohio is recognized for 5
minutes in support of her motion.

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, at the
outset, I want to be clear that this
final amendment does not kill the un-
derlying bill. It only improves it. So re-
gardless of whether you intend to vote
for the legislation or against it, you
will have the opportunity to do so
today.

In a little more than a week, we will
be getting back to our districts for the
August work period. Some of us will
have the opportunity to sit down with
seniors to talk about the issues that af-
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fect them. Some will visit job sites or
national parks. Regardless of where
you go, there are basic protections that
ensure the safety and the security of
the people you’ll meet with.

If you represent a district with a
high foreclosure rate, there are com-
monsense protections that stand be-
tween your constituents and predatory
subprime lenders. If you represent a
district that borders one of our Great
Lakes, like I do, there are basic protec-
tions that aim to keep invasive species,
like Asian carp, out of our Great
Lakes, protections that not only pre-
serve and protect our natural species
but thousands of jobs and the futures of
the people from Illinois to New York. If
you represent a district that has even
one senior, as we all do, there are crit-
ical protections to ensure that their
prescription drugs are safe and that the
care they get must be safe as well.

In a week, we will all face our con-
stituents, constituents who rely on
these protections to stay safe, to stay
healthy, and to hold onto their share of
the American Dream. What this mo-
tion to recommit does is to allow us to
recommit ourselves to those essential
protections for the people whom we
serve.

It ensures, while middle class Ameri-
cans are paying their fair share and are
playing by the rules, that those at the
very top can’t simply hide their money
away in foreign bank accounts, because
those who do well in America should do
well by America. It also ensures that
we have the protections we need to pro-
tect the financial futures of our middle
class families and that we have cuts for
them, for the middle class families—
those who really need it.

It ensures that those protections that
hold invasive species at bay, while al-
lowing future generations to enjoy
America’s environmental wonders, will
be upheld. It ensures that our prescrip-
tion drugs for our mothers and fathers,
our sons and daughters, and our grand-
children are safe and that home owner-
ship is still the American Dream, not a
subprime nightmare.

If you vote for this final amendment
to the bill today, you will be able to
honestly tell your constituents that
you have voted to protect them, to pro-
tect their families, and to protect their
futures.

Mr. Speaker, the days left in this
Congress are quickly coming to an end.
What we have here is an opportunity to
accomplish what our constituents sent
us here to do nearly 2 years ago—to put
politics aside and to put our neighbors
first. For the good of our country, let
us join together in this moment to pass
these commonsense protections.

I encourage my colleagues to vote
‘“‘yes” on this commonsense, balanced
final amendment to the bill. Then we
can immediately vote on final passage.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this motion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the motion?

Mr. KELLY. Yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, in 2011, we
came to this House for one reason, and
it was a motion to recommit. We re-
committed to the people of the United
States that we were going to change
the way business was done in this
town. This motion to recommit is a
joke. This is ridiculous.

Let me tell you about what it’s like
to be in the real world and not inside
the Beltway. I operate a business that
my father started back in 1953, after
being a parts picker in a General Mo-
tors warehouse, going to fight the war,
and coming back home. I called our
body shop manager today, Jason
Sholes. He’s been with me for 26 years.
I said to Jason, ‘I need to know the
cost of tape, Jason.” He goes, ‘“What
are you talking about, Mike?” I said,
“In our body shop, when people wreck
their car and bring their car in, I know
we have to use a lot of tape.”” He said,
““Oh, my goodness. Has the cost of tape
gone crazy. We use two types of tape,
Mike. We use green tape. Green tape is
the tape we use when we have to use
water on a job, and we have to make
sure that the tape sticks, and that’s up
to $4 a roll.”

I said, “Tell me about the other
tape.” He said, ‘‘The other tape is yel-
low tape.” I said, ‘“Tell me about the
yellow tape.” He said, ‘‘That’s when
we’re going to paint a car, and we don’t
have to use the green tape. The yellow
tape is a little less expensive. It’s only
$2 a roll. But, Mike, I’'ve got to tell you
that we’re spending $160 a month on
tape, and it’s really making me wonder
about whether I'm doing the right
thing.”

I said, ‘““‘Jason, we’re spending about
$2,000 a year on green and yellow
tape?’”’ He said, ‘“Yes, we are.” I said,
“Jason, do you know what the cost of
red tape is?”’ He goes, ‘I have no idea.
We don’t use red tape.” I said, ‘“Yes, we
do. It’s $1.75 trillion.” That’s the cost
of red tape.

I called my friend Don Shamey at
NexTier Bank. I said, ‘‘Don, we’ve
know each other since we were kids.
Our wives know each other, and our
kids grew up together. We do a lot of
things together. I've done business
with you for 40 years. You're right
across the street from me. Don, tell me
about the new regulations.” He said,
““Mike, if you take a look at it, there’s
1,100 pages now that are the definition
of whether you’re a qualified borrower
or not.” I said, ‘It only took 1,100
pages for the government to determine
what the definition of a qualified bor-
rower is? Are you kidding me? Do you
mean to sit here and say that you are
serious?”’

We renovated a ballpark in my home-
town with a guy named Tom
Burnatowski, a veteran. It took us a
couple of million dollars to renovate
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our ballpark. The day we were going to
open up, I got a call at the dealership
where he said, ‘“Mike, could you come
down.” I said, “Why? What’s going on.”
He said, ‘“We’re having trouble with
the occupancy permit.”” I went down to
see. I said, ‘“What’s the problem?”’ He
said, ‘““‘Come into the men’s room. Let
me show you what the problem is.” I
said, ‘““You know, we have 1,500 people
that want to come and see the opening
ball game.” He said, ‘“‘But we’ve got a
major problem. The mirrors in the
restroom are a quarter of an inch too
low. So you can’t possibly open that
ballpark.”

You want to know the price of regu-
lation? You want to talk about the
thousands and thousands of pages that
we put on the backs of the job cre-
ators? You want to talk about creating
jobs in America? When you want to see
a Nation that doesn’t want to partici-
pate but wants to dominate in the
world market, then let them rise. Take
the heavy boot off the throat of Amer-
ica’s job creators and let them breathe.

The jobs we are talking about are not
red jobs or blue jobs; they’re red,
white, and blue jobs. They are not
Democrat jobs or Republican jobs or
independent jobs or libertarian jobs;
they are American jobs. If you want
this country to thrive and not just sur-
vive, then please start playing the
game by the rules and stop this ridicu-
lous mockery of what it is that we do
here in this town. We are so out of
touch with the American people.

Do you know what all this does? It
adds layer, after layer of cost, and that
cost is ultimately paid for by the
American consumer. You want to have
more revenues? Then let the tide rise
for all boats. Let us be able to not only
survive, but to thrive.

This is not a left or right issue, this
is an American issue. I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
rise today and vote for H.R. 4078. Let’s
let America get back to work.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 181, nays
234, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 535]

YEAS—181
Altmire Baca Barber
Andrews Baldwin Barrow

Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boren
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy

Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden

Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver
Pallone

NAYS—234

Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
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Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
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King (NY) Nunes Schock
Kingston Nunnelee Schweikert
Kinzinger (IL) Olson Scott (SC)
Kline Owens Scott, Austin
Labrador Palazzo Sensenbrenner
Lamborn Paul Sessions
Lance Paulsen Shimkus
Landry Pearce Shuster
Lankford Pence Simpson
Latham P?tri Smith (NE)
LaTourette Pitts Smith (NJ)
Latt_a Platts Smith (TX)
Lewis (CA) Poe (TX) Southerland
LoBiondo Pompeo Stearns
Lucas Price (GA) gtut'zman
ullivan
Luetkemeyer Quayle Terry
Lummis Reed
. Thompson (PA)

Lungren, Daniel  Rehberg

E. Reichert Thornberry
Manzullo Renacci %beu
Marchant Ribble ipton
Marino Rigell Turner (NY)
McCarthy (CA) Rivera Turner (OH)
McCaul Roby Upton
McClintock Roe (TN) Walberg
McHenry Rogers (AL) Walden
McKeon Rogers (KY) Walsh (IL)
McKinley Rogers (MI) Webster
McMorris Rohrabacher West

Rodgers Rokita Westmoreland
Meehan Rooney Whitfield
Mica Ros-Lehtinen Wilson (SC)
Miller (FL) Roskam Wittman
Miller (MI) Ross (FL) Wolf
Miller, Gary Royce Womack
Mulvaney Runyan Woodall
Murphy (PA) Ryan (WI) Yoder
Neugebauer Scalise Young (AK)
Noem Schilling Young (FL)
Nugent Schmidt Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—16

Ackerman Hirono Meeks
Akin Jackson (IL) Murphy (CT)
Bilbray Jackson Lee Myrick
Cardoza (TX) Sewell
Culberson Keating Stivers
Davis (IL) Mack

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining.
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Mr. GUTIERREZ changed his vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 245, noes 172,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 536]

AYES—245
Adams Biggert Buerkle
Aderholt Bilirakis Burgess
Alexander Bishop (UT) Burton (IN)
Amash Black Calvert
Amodei Blackburn Camp
Austria Bonner Campbell
Bachmann Bono Mack Canseco
Bachus Boren Cantor
Barletta Boustany Capito
Barrow Brady (TX) Carter
Bartlett Brooks Cassidy
Barton (TX) Broun (GA) Chabot
Benishek Buchanan Chaffetz
Berg Bucshon Chandler
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Coble

Cole
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)

Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)

NOES—172

Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
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Quayle
Rahall

Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Fattah
Filner

Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holden

Holt

Honda

Hoyer

Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating

Kildee Neal Scott, David
Kind Olver Serrano
Kucinich Pallone Sewell
Langevin Pascrell Sherman
Larsen (WA) Pastor (AZ) Shuler
Larson (CT) Pelosi Sires
Lee (CA) Perlmutter Slaughter
Levin Peters Smith (WA)
Lewis (GA) Pingree (ME) Speier
Lipinski Polis Stark
Loebsack Price (NC) Sutton
Lofgren, Zoe Quigley Thompson (CA)
Lowey Rangel Thompson (MS)
Lujan Reyes Tierney
Lynch Richardson Tonko
Maloney Richmond Towns
Markey Rothman (NJ) Tsongas
Matsui Roybal-Allard Van Hollen
McCarthy (NY) Ruppersberger Velazquez
McCollum Rush Visclosky
McDermott Ryan (OH) Walz (MN)
McGovern Sanchez, Linda Wasserman
McNerney . Schultz
Michaud Sanchez, Loretta Waters
Miller (NC) Sarbanes Watt
Miller, George Schakowsky Waxman
Moore Schiff Welch
Moran Schrader Wilson (FL)
Nadler Schwartz Woolsey
Napolitano Scott (VA) Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—14
Ackerman Davis (IL) Meeks
Akin Hirono Murphy (CT)
Bilbray Jackson (IL) Stivers
Cardoza Jackson Lee
Coffman (CO) (TX)
Culberson Mack

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos. 519,
520, 521, 522, 523, 524, 525, 526, 527, 528,
529, 530, 531, 532, 533, 534, 535, and 536,
| was delayed and unable to vote. Had | been
present | would have voted “aye” on rollcall
No. 519, “no” on rollcall No. 520, “no” on roll-
call No. 521, “no” on rollcall No. 522, “no” on
rollcall No. 523, “no” on rollcall No. 524, “aye”
on rollcall No. 525, “no” on rollcall No. 526,
“aye” on rollcall No. 527, “no” on rollcall No.
528, “no” on rollcall No. 529, “no” on rollcall
No. 530, “aye” on rollcall No. 531, “aye” on
rollcall No. 532, “no” on rollcall No. 533, “aye”
on rollcall No. 534, “no” on rollcall No. 535
and “aye” on rollcall No. 536.

—————

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR
OF H.R. 3703

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
I may hereafter be considered to be the
first sponsor of H.R. 3703, a bill origi-
nally introduced by Representative
Inslee of Washington, for the purposes
of adding cosponsors and requesting
reprintings pursuant to clause 7 of rule
XII.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

———

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
my friend, the majority leader, for the
purpose of inquiring about the schedule
for the coming week.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland, the Democratic whip,
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday the House
will meet in pro forma session, but no
votes are expected. On Tuesday the
House will meet at noon for morning-
hour and 2 p.m. for legislative business.
Votes will be postponed until 6:30 p.m.
On Wednesday and Thursday the House
will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-hour
and noon for legislative business. On
Friday the House will meet at 9 a.m.
for legislative business. Last votes of
the week are expected no later than 3
p.m.

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider
a number of suspensions on Tuesday
and Wednesday, a complete list of
which will be announced by the close of
business tomorrow.

In addition, the House will consider
two bills under a rule to stop the tax
hikes and provide for comprehensive
tax reform: H.R. 8, the Job Protection
and Recession Prevention Act, spon-
sored by Chairman DAVE CAMP; and
H.R. 6169, the Pathway to Job Creation
through a Simpler, Fairer Tax Code
Act, sponsored by Chairman DAVID
DREIER. Together, these bills will en-
sure that no American faces a tax hike
on January 1, while providing our
small business men and women with
the certainty to grow and create jobs.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the House may
consider legislation related to pro-
grams and disaster assistance under
the expiring farm bill legislation.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for that information.

As the gentleman knows, he was un-
able to have the colloquy last week,
and so Mr. ROSKAM and I talked about
the schedule. Last week, the chief dep-
uty majority whip mentioned that we
would be voting on the tax bill, as you
have done, and he also mentioned that
we would be given the opportunity to
offer a substitute amendment on the
floor of our choosing.

Is that still the plan of the majority
so that we’ll be able to offer that legis-
lation? I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I didn’t
understand the gentleman’s question,
if he would please clarify.

Mr. HOYER. My question is: Last
week we had a colloquy, and Mr. Ros-
KAM indicated that we would be able to

offer an amendment, not just an
MTR—we discussed that—but an
amendment to the bill. Now, we

weren’t precise whether it was in the
form of a substitute or an amendment.
But in either event, I'm asking, Mr.
Majority Leader, whether that is still
the case and whether or not such
amendment will be obviously protected
under the rule for such waivers as may
be necessary for the piece of legislation
that Mr. ROSKAM referred to?

Mr. CANTOR. Again, without having
been privy to the conversation between
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the gentleman from Illinois and my
friend from Maryland, I can say that
the minority will be afforded the op-
portunity to offer the President’s tax
plan—not just as a motion to recom-
mit, but certainly as a stand-alone
amendment, as well.

Mr. HOYER. Let me be more precise,
then, because I'm not sure whether or
not the definition of the President’s
plan—in his weekly press conference
just a few hours ago, or maybe just a
few minutes ago, Mr. BOEHNER was
asked if we would be allowed to vote on
the Senate tax bill, to which he re-
sponded:

If our Democrat colleagues want to offer
the President’s plan in the Senate, then we
are more than happy to give them a vote.

He said that just a few minutes ago.

Our intention will probably be to
offer the bill that has now passed the
Senate, which will protect middle class
taxpayers from any tax increase, as I
think your party, Mr. Leader, and my
party agree on.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that we
would be able to offer that alternative
on the floor with such protections as
would be necessary consistent with
what Speaker BOEHNER has said.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman, again, it is our inten-
tion to allow the minority to offer as a
motion to recommit or as a stand-
alone amendment the President’s plan.
Obviously, we’ll have to see what is
being offered, but that is the intention,
consistent with the Speaker’s remarks
publicly today.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would
hope that we would not parse words.

Mr. Leader, we have had some discus-
sions on this, and the majority party,
when it was the minority party run-
ning for office, said that we’re going to
have open, full debate. Mr. BOEHNER
has said in the Pledge to America that
that’s what you wanted to do. Now you
keep parsing your words.

I will tell you the President’s plan.
The President’s plan currently is the
bill that passed the Senate just a few
hours ago, yesterday. That’s the Presi-
dent’s plan, I tell my friend. And if, in
fact, Mr. BOEHNER’s words are to be in-
terpreted as something other than
that, he says:

If our Democratic colleagues want to offer
the President’s plan in the Senate—

Now, obviously, we can’t offer our
plan in the Senate. We’re House Mem-
bers. So my presumption is, Mr. Lead-
er, that that means, if we want to offer
the Senate plan, which is now the
President’s plan, I tell my friend—

—we’re more than happy to give them a
vote.

I hope that is accurate. I hope that
we can have a full and open debate on
that issue. But I hope that the Repub-
lican side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker,
does not choose the amendment that
we are to offer. Let us choose it, I tell
my friend. And I would hope that we
could clarify that so that we would
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know, and the American people would
know, that we have a plan now passed
by the Senate, and we have a plan also
that was defeated in the United States
Senate.

I don’t know whether your side in-
tends to offer exactly the plan that was
defeated in the United States Senate,
but it is a plan that the President of
the United States, as the leader knows,
has said he won’t sign.

So what I ask my friend, respect-
fully, so that we know what to prepare
for and we know that it will be made in
order, that consistent with what the
clear meaning of this statement that
Mr. BOEHNER made just a few hours ago
is, that we would be given the oppor-
tunity to offer the Senate-passed plan
and would have a vote on that plan ei-
ther in the form of an amendment or a
substitute?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I will say
back to the gentleman, we do expect,
and our intention is, to allow your tax
hike to be made in order. I don’t under-
stand, Mr. Speaker, how many more
times I have to say that. The Speaker
has always represented that we were
going to work towards an open process.

I would remind the gentleman that
when his party was last in the majority
and considered the extension of expir-
ing rates in 2010 that his party made in
order just one amendment to H.R. 4853,
for their own Member, Mr. LEVIN, not
for the Republicans, because we were
not offered a single amendment.
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We weren’t even offered a motion to
recommit. In fact, the Pelosi-led Con-
gress denied us a motion to recommit
on 47 separate occasions.

So I would say to the gentleman
again, the Speaker has been consistent
throughout. We intend to continue to
strive towards an open process. We in-
tend to offer you a motion to recom-
mit, a stand-alone amendment, if you
want to offer a tax hike twice. That is
our intention, yes, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.
And I will interpret that, Mr. Speaker,
as indicating that if we choose to offer
as an amendment the bill that passed
the Senate—which ensures that there
will be no tax increase on 98 percent of
Americans—that we will be allowed to
offer that bill and it will be protected
under the rule, and such waivers as are
necessary will be extended. That’s how
I interpret that. If I am wrong, perhaps
the majority leader can correct me.
But I don’t want to parse words or lead
to confusion.

The gentleman knows what the Sen-
ate bill is. I know what the Senate bill
is. And it is, at this point in time, our
intention to offer that Senate bill as an
amendment to the bill that’s offered on
this floor. So I would hope that our un-
derstanding is that, consistent again—
and I want to say consistent with the
Speaker’s comments—that that will be
allowed.

I want to say to the gentleman as
well, I think he is appropriate in ref-
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erencing the past, and I’'m pleased that
he is not following such precedents.

Mr. CANTOR. I appreciate that, Mr.
Speaker. I'd say to the gentleman,
thank you for that note.

I know the gentleman is continuing
to express his support for the Presi-
dent’s plan. As the gentleman knows,
our colleagues on the Republican side
of the aisle in the Senate feel strongly,
as we do over here in the House, that
the President’s tax plan, as was dem-
onstrated recently by a nonpartisan
study, will cost the economy over
700,000 jobs. It will reduce economic
output. The gentleman knows our posi-
tion on that. And we intend to, again,
allow for that vote to occur and look
forward to a robust debate that will
ensue.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. I
think that clarifies it. He and I both
look forward to that robust debate. We
will clearly differ, Mr. Speaker, on the
impact of that vote. But there will be
no dispute that it will ensure that 98
percent of Americans, every working
family—every working family, 100 per-
cent—will not pay any additional taxes
on the first $250,000 of their income,
which we think gives confidence to
people, gives confidence to the econ-
omy, and we think is an appropriate
step to take. So I appreciate and look
forward to that debate, which I think
is an important one for the American
people.

I would also like to ask the gen-
tleman, with respect to the farm bill,
he mentions in his comments that
there may be some vote on the farm
bill. The Senate passed a bipartisan
farm bill, as the gentleman knows. It
saves very substantial monies, will
contribute to a reduction of the deficit.
Can the gentleman tell me whether or
not the House-passed farm bill will be
brought to the floor or whether some
alternative will be brought to the
floor?

And I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I'd say to
the gentleman that we’re continuing to
work with Chairman LUCAS and our
Members to determine the best way
forward.

I would say to the gentleman that
the Senate bill he refers to does not
have a majority of support in the
House, and actually would ask the gen-
tleman if he would respond to the ques-
tion whether he supports the House
farm bill.

Mr. HOYER. I do not support the
House farm bill, but as the gentleman
knows, the ranking Democrat does sup-
port that farm bill. So as the gen-
tleman likes to observe on many occa-
sions, it does have bipartisan support.

He asked for my personal opinion,
Mr. Speaker, and I've given him my
personal opinion. But that bill itself
will save substantial dollars and bring
down the deficit—not as much as the
Senate bill, but it will have a positive
effect on the deficit itself. In either
event, however, we have some real dis-
tress in farm country, very substantial
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drought, in great need of making sure
that there’s some way to assist those
farmers who, through no fault of their
own, but through the fault or the re-
sult of weather conditions—lack of
rain—are in distress. So we believe
that something ought to be brought to
the floor that will, A, not exacerbate
the deficit, and, B, help the farmer.

I yield to my friend if he has any-
thing additional.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I'd say to
the gentleman, I'm glad to hear that
the gentleman would like to support an
effort to address the need for drought
assistance and perhaps other programs
that have or will expire, and look for-
ward to perhaps his support if that’s
where we end up next week, allowing
for that vote to occur, along with his
support.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.
Hopefully, we can agree on how to do
that, again, without making the deficit
worse and adding to that and hopefully
helping farmers at the same time.

Let me ask the gentleman, there are
two very important bills that were
passed, one in the Senate—again, with
an overwhelmingly bipartisan vote,
and here, with not an overwhelmingly
bipartisan vote—in the Violence
Against Women Act, a very, very im-
portant subject. There was a very sig-
nificant 62-37 vote in the Senate. Ex-
cuse me, that’s not the exact figure.
That’s on the postal bill, which I'll ask
you about in a second. It was 68-31—
even more bipartisan than the postal
reform bill—back on April 26, some
months ago, with 15 Senate Repub-
licans joining in favor. I don’t see that
on the schedule. I don’t know whether
the gentleman believes there’s a possi-
bility that we’ll be able to pass that be-
fore the election.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I respond
to the gentleman and say that, as he
knows, the Senate bill is unconstitu-
tional because it contains a revenue
measure in it. So we are unable to get
to conference with the Senate. I think
that I, as well as the Speaker, have in-
dicated that we support going to con-
ference with the Senate. They need to
produce a bill so that we can go to con-
ference and effect a passage of that
very important legislation to allow for
relief monies to get to the victims that
that bill and legislation is designed to
protect.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

Of course, the gentleman knows that
that would be a very simple cure to
simply drop the Senate bill, which has
overwhelming bipartisan support, into
an H.R. bill, a House bill, and that
would cure that deficiency. I agree
with the gentleman, I think that’s well
known. But that’s a technical issue. If
we have agreement in both the House
and the Senate, put that in a House bill
and pass it. So I think that we can act
on it.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Well, Mr. Speaker, 1
think the gentleman knows the Senate
bill can’t pass the House.
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We’re trying to produce results for
the people and particularly for the vic-
tims that need that assistance in that
bill, and believe that this, our bill, the
VAWA bill that passed the House, can
pass the Senate. And again, I would say
that the Senate bill is unconstitutional
and it can’t pass the House.

So it seems to me that the best way
forward is for the Senate to agree to
the bill, which pretty much extends ex-
isting legislation, with some minor
changes, so that the victims of abuse
needing the assistance can actually re-
ceive that assistance.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for those comments, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman well
knows, the House bill excluded a large
number of people from protection, a
large number of people who are the vic-
tims of domestic violence from protec-
tion, as contrasted with the Senate
bill, which was designed to ensure pro-
tection of all people who were subject
to domestic abuse and designed to en-
courage people to make complaints
against those who abuse them without
fear of adverse consequences to them
so that we could get abusers dealt with
in a proper way.
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And again, I would say to my friend,
Mr. Speaker, that over two-thirds of
the United States Senate, with an
overwhelming number of Republicans
as well voting for the Senate bill be-
cause they believed it was inclusive.
And of course every woman Member of
the Senate, Republican and Democrat,
who probably have greater insight into
domestic abuse than perhaps some of
us males and male colleagues have.

So I would hope that we could focus
on trying to reach agreement which we
did not have in the House, as the gen-
tleman knows. We had not an over-
whelming bipartisan support in this
House at all on the bill that was
passed. So I would hope that we could
compromise, cure the technical dif-
ficulty that the bill, the Senate bill
passes, because, the gentleman’s right,
it has a fee in there, it has to initiate
in the House.

But the gentleman also knows if
that’s included in the House bill, that
that defect would be cured and we
could pass it.

I would yield to my friend if he wants
to make any additional comment on
that bill.

Mr. CANTOR. I would respond to the
gentleman by saying there are many
women Members of our conference that
are cosponsors of that bill, and I know
of at least one, if not more, who’ve
been subject to domestic abuse, and
feel that our bill does provide the nec-
essary protections for everyone who is
subject to domestic abuse, and feel
that the bill does address the concerns
the gentleman raises.

And in the business of trying to
produce results rather than to dwell on
where there are differences, if those in-
dividuals who sponsored the bill and
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who have, unfortunately, had experi-
ence in domestic abuse, as well as law
enforcement, if that is the case, cer-
tainly, those individuals would know
about it more than the gentleman or I.
I think we ought to go about passing
this bill and allow for the Senate to go
ahead and do so, so the victims of do-
mestic abuse can actually receive the
protections and assistance they de-
serve.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comment.

As I interpret that, Mr. Speaker, pass
the House bill or no bill. Pass the
House bill that had 23 Republicans vot-
ing against it. Pass the House bill, and
reject a Senate bill that has 68 United
States Senators, a large number.

Mr. CANTOR. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HOYER. Certainly.

Mr. CANTOR. I said to the gen-
tleman, we really do want to go to the
conference with the Senate. Okay? And
so it’s not pass the Senate bill or no
bill.

We want to go to conference with the
Senate, Mr. Speaker. I've said that. So
I do take exception to the gentleman’s
remarks.

Mr. HOYER. Let me then, reclaiming
my time—I'm pleased to withdraw that
assertion. But in the comments, I want
to make it clear, Mr. Speaker, that I do
not share the majority leader’s opinion
that the House bill covers all people.
As a matter of fact, I think that’s inac-
curate and incorrect. We disagree on
our facts there, our analysis of the bill.

What we don’t disagree on, however,
because the facts are clear that we
have a bill that overwhelmingly passed
in the Senate. I'm fully prepared to
work with a conference, as the major-
ity leader is, and work with him in a
conference to get a bill out of the con-
ference.

I'm hopeful, Mr. Leader, that in light
of the fact that in this House the bill
passed 222-205, with 23 Republicans vot-
ing ‘““no” on the bill, that we not only
have bipartisan opposition, but we
have bipartisan support of the Senate
bill.

Let me go on to another bill that I
think is very important because the
postal department is facing real stress.
It’s somewhat ironic that we are, in a
Congress that has too often lamented
the fact that the Senate couldn’t act
on things, when they do act, and when
they do act in a bipartisan fashion, it
seems we can’t act.

The postal bill has now been passed
by a vote of 62 votes in favor, another
bipartisan vote of the postal bill, and
I'm wondering whether or not the gen-
tleman has any idea whether we might
either go to conference or bring a bill
out on the House floor that I know has
been passed out of committee, so that
this bill can get to conference in a
timely fashion so that the Post Office,
which is facing, obviously, default on
some of its obligations, would be made
whole.

I yield to my friend.
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Mr. CANTOR. I'd say to the gen-
tleman, the Senate postal bill does not
have majority support in the House,
and we are continuing to work with
Chairman ISSA to ensure that there
isn’t an incident of default on the part
of the Post Office. I think that the
Postal Service has indicated that there
is no risk of that in the short-term, and
we’re going to continue to address that
to ensure that that does not happen; all
the while, trying to address the overall
issues, as the gentleman knows, that
the Postal Service has in trying to get
its fiscal house in order.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

Lastly, on a note on which we have
great agreement between the majority
leader and I, which is not always the
case, as people observe, I'm sure: Iran
sanctions.

Both the majority leader and I, Mr.
Speaker, want to see that bill pass be-
fore the August break. And I would in-
quire of the majority leader his view of
the status of that issue at this point in
time.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
tell the gentleman, I know that our
staffs have been working very dili-
gently on this trying to iron out the
differences with the other body and am
very hopeful that we can get this done
prior to the August recess.

Mr. HOYER. I look forward, Mr.
Speaker, to working with the majority
leader toward that end over the next 7,
8 days.

I yield back the balance of my time.

————

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY
30, 2012

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

———

THE RED TAPE REDUCTION AND
SMALL BUSINESS JOB CREATION
ACT

(Mr. ROKITA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the Red
Tape Reduction and Small Business
Job Creation Act. Time and again I
hear from my constituents that they
want to hire more workers, but they
don’t know what regulation is going to
be coming down the pike next.

Congress does not spend enough time
fulfilling its comnstitutional responsi-
bility of overseeing the executive
branch. This is why, a little more than
a year ago, in partnership with the In-
diana Chamber of Commerce, we start-
ed Indiana’s Red Tape Rollback Pro-
gram to listen to Hoosiers, take their
regulatory concerns to Washington,
and get results.

This, Mr. Speaker is our annual re-
port. This is a page from that report,
about 26 pages long.
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Regulatory burdens are equal oppor-
tunity. They don’t affect one industry
or type of people. Regulatory burdens
hurt agriculture, transportation, and
even our home health care workers,
who fear they won’t be able to care for
their clients. They hurt everybody.

I'm pleased that we have achieved a
victory in 20 of our cases, and we will
continue charging forward. I will con-
tinue to talk about the harm of over-
regulation and what it does to our
economy. I will continue to advocate
for a limited government, and I will
continue to roll back the red tape.

You <can get the vreport at
rokita.house.gov.

————

THE CHRISTENING OF THE USS
SOMERSET

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to highlight another milestone
in the continuing efforts to honor the
heroics of the 40 heroes aboard United
Flight 93 on September 11, 2001.

On July 28, the USS Somerset will be
christened. The Somerset is named in
honor of the passengers and crew of
United Airlines Flight 93, and Som-
erset is the county in Pennsylvania in
which United Flight 93 went down.

The 680-foot, 105-foot wide LPD
transport dock ship is used to trans-
port and land U.S. Marines, and also
support amphibious assaults by our
U.S. Special Forces.

Located on the property near the
crash site were two draglines, machin-
ery used in coal-stripping operations.
In the days following the crash, a huge
American flag was hoisted on top of
one of the draglines, and the flag stood
as a constant reminder of the sacrifices
of the heroes of Flight 93.

In honor of the passengers and crew
of Flight 93, the 22-ton bucket of one of
the draglines was melted and cast into
the ship’s bow stern. In addition, the
USS Somerset’s mast will also contain a
time capsule.

The USS Somerset, a bold representa-
tion of America’s military strength, is
a fitting tribute to the 40 ordinary
Americans who took a stand against
the enemies of free society and rep-
resent the best aspects of the American
spirit. Their actions prevented further
loss of life and disruption of some of
the most recognizable symbols of free-
dom and democracy in the world.

Mr. Speaker, following is my state-
ment in its entirety:

| rise today to highlight another milestone in
the continuing efforts to honor the heroics of
the 40 heroes aboard United Flight 93 on Sep-
tember 11, 2001.

On July 28, the USS Somerset will be chris-
tened at the Avondale shipyard outside of
New Orleans, Louisiana. The Somerset is
named in honor of the passengers and crew
of United Airlines Flight 93, whose courageous
actions prevented terrorist hijackers from
reaching their intended target in Washington,
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DC on September 11, 2001. Somerset is the
county in Pennsylvania in which United Flight
93 crashed.

This 684-foot, 105-foot-wide LPD transport
dock ship is used to transport and land U.S.
Marines. LPD ships have supported amphib-
ious assaults for special operations forces, ex-
peditionary warfare missions, and humani-
tarian missions throughout the first half of the
21st century.

The final resting area of the 40 heroes who
decided to fight back against the terrorists on
that fateful day was an abandoned coal strip
mine.

Located on the property near the crash site
were two draglines once used in coal strip-
ping. In the days following the crash, a huge
American flag was hoisted to the top of one of
the draglines. The flag stood as a constant re-
minder of the sacrifices and love of country
shown by the Flight 93 heroes.

In honor of the passengers and crew of
Flight 93, the 22-ton bucket of one of the
draglines was melted and cast into the Som-
ersef's bow stern. In addition, USS Somersef's
mast also will contain a time capsule that in-
cludes such items as a bottle of Meyersdale
maple syrup, a Flight 93 10th-anniversary
commemorative pin and a Somerset Borough
bicentennial marble.

The USS Somerset, a bold representation of
America’s military strength and humani-
tarianism, is a fitting tribute to the 40 ordinary
Americans who took a stand against the en-
emies of a free society and represent the best
aspects of the American spirit. Their actions
prevented further loss of life and the destruc-
tion of the most recognized symbols of free-
dom and democracy in the world.

—
O 1320

TERRORIST ORGANIZATIONS TO
VISIT UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HECK). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 5, 2011, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you,
Speaker.

There is nothing like being vilified to
get your senses acutely attuned. We
had a hearing in Judiciary last week—
on July 19, actually—in which Sec-
retary of Homeland Security Janet
Napolitano appeared. During the ex-
change that I had with Secretary
Napolitano, I said these words. They’re
from the transcript:

And this administration seems to
have a hard time recognizing members
of terrorist groups who are allowed
into the White House. You're aware of
that happening, aren’t you?

Mr.

Secretary Napolitano: Absolutely
not.
This week, apparently, somebody

brought her back into the loop when
she testified before PETE KING’s com-
mittee. There are a couple of articles
here about it that are rather inter-
esting. One is from The Hill, by Jordy
Yager, apparently posted today, July
26:

Homeland Security Secretary  Janet
Napolitano told lawmakers on Wednesday
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that a member of an Egyptian militant
group labeled by the United States as a ter-
rorist organization was vetted by three U.S.
agencies before visiting the White House.
Napolitano said the State Department, the
Department of Homeland Security and the
Secret Service all thoroughly examined the
Egyptian man, Hani Nour Eldin, before his
visit to Washington, D.C., where he met with
Members of Congress and senior administra-
tion officials.

Then there is a quote in the article
from Secretary Napolitano that says:

““As we move forward, we are going to con-
tinue to have visitors to this country that
the State Department and others feel are
useful to bring to the country, to have dis-
cussions moving forward, who say they’re
members of a political party that in the past
has been so designated.”

Another quote:

‘‘He was vetted before he got a visa against
all known terrorists and other databases for
derogatory information. None was found. As
he entered the United States, we, too, vetted
him against all of our holdings, including
terrorists and information from a variety of
sources, and no derogatory information was
found. Before he entered the White House, he
was vetted a third time by the Secret Serv-
ice. No derogatory information was found.
So then we can have some confidence that
this was not a security breach in that
sense.”’

Napolitano said she knew ‘‘of no such in-
tention” by U.S. officials to release Abdel-
Rahman, the Blind Sheikh.

Chairman King said, ‘‘“The administration,
whether it’s this administration or another
administration, may feel that some of these
people can be dealt with, can be worked
with, but if that’s to be done, to me, it would
seem it would have to be an open process, a
transparent process, where Congress and the
people would know who was being let into
this country.”

Napolitano, according to the article, con-
ceded that King made a ‘‘fair point’’ and that
she would look into whether efforts were
taken to notify Members of Congress.

It’s a little pesky detail. There do
happen to be laws on the books that
were apparently ignored in that proc-
ess.

The problem is, when the Secretary
of Homeland Security says there is no
derogatory information, when the in-
formation we have indicates he is a
member of a group that we have named
as a terrorist organization, then it
would seem that the obvious thing
would be the fact that he is a member
of a known terrorist organization,
which would, to most of us, or at least
to many of us, be considered deroga-
tory information. The fact that we
can’t dig up minute details of specific
acts of misconduct, nonetheless, should
not be necessary when someone is a
known member of a terrorist organiza-
tion, an organization designated by
this government to be ‘‘terrorist.” It’s
an amazing thing.

But then we’re told in an article by
Joel Gehrke from The Washington Ex-
aminer on July 25:

Department of Homeland Security Sec-
retary Janet Napolitano told Congress today
to expect more members of designated for-
eign terrorist organizations to visit the
United States.

“I think you are right in pointing out that
as we move forward we are going to continue
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to have visitors to this country that the
State Department and others feel are useful
to bring to the country to have discussions
moving forward who say they are members
of the political party that in the past have
been so designated,” Napolitano told House
Homeland Security Committee Chairman
Pete King during a committee hearing this
morning.

Napolitano was defending the decision to
host Hani Nour Eldin—a member of Egyptian
Parliament elected on the political party
platform of the Islamic Group, which the
State Department has designated a foreign
terrorist organization—at the White House.

Just as a reminder, Mr. Speaker, in
our hearing, I said these words:

This administration seems to have a
hard time recognizing members of ter-
rorist groups who are allowed in the
White House. You’re aware of that hap-
pening, aren’t you?

Her answer: Absolutely not.

So the evidence seems to be pretty
clear. He was a member of a known ter-
rorist group. He was allowed into the
White House, but the answer by the
Secretary of Homeland Security to
that happening was: Absolutely not.

She didn’t say that we had vetted
him many times and that, even though
he was a member of what we in the
State Department had designated as a
terrorist organization, we still thought
he was safe. She said it just absolutely
did not happen. Absolutely not.

The article goes on from The Wash-
ington Examiner:

“I think we have to add more nuance to
that,” she said, when King mentioned that
Eldin is part of a designated foreign terrorist
organization. “We have to know what the
group was. Is it now a political party that is
running the government of a country that
has strong ties to the United States?”” She
added that he went through three stages of
vetting, and ‘‘everyone who looked at this
person felt confident that he was not a secu-
rity risk to the White House or to the United
States.”

King charged the Obama administration
with violating a law in hosting Eldin at the
White House. ‘It appears as if the law was
not complied with in that he did not apply
for a waiver, and Congress was not notified,
which is also required. It does not appear
that either the letter or the spirit of the law
was complied with.”

When King reiterated that complaint
about the process by which Eldin was al-
lowed into the country, Napolitano con-
ceded, ‘‘On the process, that’s a fair point to
make.”

There is a reason we have laws, and
you would hope that someone who is a
Cabinet official in the top position of
our Homeland Security would think
that it is important to comply with the
law.

0 1330

Just as we’ve seen massive amounts
of money go to places that have leaders
who say they want to eliminate Israel
and the United States, we see this kind
of conduct from this administration.

And I have reporters asking me if 1
want to apologize for five separate let-
ters that were written to five separate
inspectors general of five different de-
partments with different facts per-
taining to that department in each let-
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ter, and the facts in the letter are true.
The simple question was not an accusa-
tion or allegation, because it’s pretty
obvious there is influence by the Mus-
lim Brotherhood in America. The ques-
tion is: How much influence is there,
and where is it coming from? It is an
amazing thing to see all of this tran-
spire.

Obviously, it’s great fun and sport to
attack a messenger that is not liked by
certain people in the media, but what
we keep seeing that is amazing and
that is happening with what was once
the proud tradition of journalism in
America is our national security being
sacrificed on the altar of political cor-
rectness. Why isn’t the mainstream
media making a big deal about a Sec-
retary of Homeland Security who one
week says, Absolutely not, it was not a
member of a known terrorist organiza-
tion that got in the White House, and a
week later she admits, It did happen,
but we properly vetted him three dif-
ferent times?

I hear about what apparently is being
grossly overlooked also that I get as I
speak to Muslims in other parts of the
world who are our friends, who have
fought with us, who have buried family
members and loved ones because they
want to live in freedom like we do.
They don’t want a strict group like the
Taliban dictating their lives. They’re
moderate Muslims who want to live in
peace. What they keep bringing home
to me is what this administration
misses entirely. When the President of
the United States, when the leaders of
this country, this administration, meet
with members of known terrorist orga-
nizations and will not meet with our
Muslim friends who have fought with
us instead of against us from other
parts of the world, the message has a
chilling effect on our friends wanting
to continue to be our friends because it
appears to be the most dangerous place
in the world to be, in the category of
“friends’ with the United States, be-
cause it means this administration is
one step away from abandoning them
in favor of ties and relationships with
groups that we know have been ter-
rorist organizations.

It’s not just the meeting with. It’s
not just a danger or lack of danger of
someone coming into the White House.
Of course they can check them with
the metal detectors to make sure
they’re not carrying anything. It goes
beyond that. It devastates our friends.
It destroys hope around the world for
people who are hoping that we’ll stand
up as we once have, not for the Muslim
Brotherhood who want an inter-
national caliphate which includes the
United States and the United States to
be added to the 57 Muslim states that
comprise the OIC; it’s what we’re doing
to our friends.

I hope and pray that people in the
mainstream media will get past the en-
joyment of vilifying and trying to de-
stroy the messenger and look at the
message, that they’ll get beyond the
lazy tactics of calling someone, getting
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with someone and saying, ‘“What’s
your opinion about these allegations?”’
and getting a response of, “Well, gee,
we don’t think there is anything to
them,”’ instead of digging the facts out
and presenting them as the once proud
journalist tradition was here in Amer-
ica. There are still journalists doing it,
but I hope that that practice will be ex-
tended. We’re hurting ourselves, but
unfortunately we also hurt our friends
when we do that.

Mr. Speaker, for those who say there
is no evidence of any Muslim Brother-
hood influence in America, I would
urge them to go back and review the
evidence in the convictions of the Holy
Land Foundation trial obtained in No-
vember of 2008 before this administra-
tion began embracing the named co-
conspirators like CAIR and ISNA, when
they were named as coconspirators of
supporting terrorism. I would hope
they would go back to the 1995 trial
where Andrew McCarthy did a stellar
job, and the Clinton administration
awarded him for his incredible work in
proving that there are people in Amer-
ica who want to establish shari’a law
as the law of the land and subvert our
Constitution. He proved it beyond a
reasonable doubt among some wonder-
ful New York citizens in New York
City.

And as Andrew McCarthy has asked:
“What’s happened since 1995 to make
that evidence no longer true?”’ It was
true then; it’s true today.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

—————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr.
CANTOR) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

———
SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 285. An act for the relief of Sopuruchi
Chukwueke; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

———

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on July 25, 2012, she pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, for his approval, the following
bill.

H.R. 2527. To require the Secretary of the
Treasury to mint coins in recognition and
celebration of the National Baseball Hall of
Fame.

————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 39 minutes
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p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, July 30,
2012, at 2 p.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7099. A letter from the Attorney, Office of
the General Counsel, Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection, transmitting the Bu-
reau’s final rule — State Official Notifica-
tion Rule [Docket No.: CFPB-2011-0005] (RIN:
3170-AA02) received July 18, 2012, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

7100. A letter from the Attorney, Office of
the General Counsel, Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection, transmitting the Bu-
reau’s final rule — Equal Access to Justice
Act Implementation Rule [Docket No.:
CFPB-2012-0020] (RIN: 3170-AA27) received
July 18, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

7101. A letter from the Attorney, Office of
the General Counsel, Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection, transmitting the Bu-
reau’s final rule — Rules Relating to Inves-
tigations [Docket No.: CFPB-2011-0007] (RIN:
3170-AA03) received July 18, 2012, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

7102. A letter from the Attorney, Office of
the General Counsel, Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection, transmitting the Bu-
reau’s final rule — Rules of Practice for Ad-
judication Proceedings [Docket No.: CFPB-
2011-0006] (RIN: 3170-AA05) received July 18,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

7103. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule — Process for
Submissions for Review of Security-Based
Swaps for Mandatory Clearing and Notice
Filing Requirements for Clearing Agencies;
Technical Amendments to Rule 19b-4 and
Form 19b-4 Applicable to All Self-Regulatory
Organizations [Release No.: 34-67286; File No.
S7-44-10] (RIN: 3235-AK87) received July 3,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

7104. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final rule
— Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Northeast Multispecies, Monkfish,
Atlantic Sea Scallop; Amendment 17 [Docket
No.: 110901552-1021-01] (RIN: 0648-BB34) re-
ceived July 16, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

7105. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final rule
— Temporary Rule To Delay Start Date of
2012-2013 South Atlantic Black Sea Bass
Commercial Fishing Season [Docket No.:
120501426-2426-01] (RIN: 0648-BB98) received

June 26, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

7106. A letter from the Acting Deputy As-
sistant Administrator for Regulatory Pro-
grams, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule — Fisheries of the
Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlan-
tic; Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based
Amendment 2 for the South Atlantic Region;
Correction [Docket No.: 110831547-2425-03]
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(RIN: 0648-BB26) received July 16, 2012, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

7107. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
transmitting the 2011 Annual Report of the
National Institute of Justice (NIJ); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

7108. A letter from the Fiscal Assistant
Secretary, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Fiscal Year 2011 Report to
the Congress on U.S. Government Receiv-
ables and Debt Collection Activities of Fed-
eral Agencies; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

7109. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Fokker Services B.V. Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-0141; Directorate
Identifier 2011-NM-092-AD; Amendment 39-
17054; AD 2012-10-05] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
July 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7110. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-0109; Directorate
Identifier 2010-NM-244-AD; Amendment 39-
17067; AD 2012-11-04] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
July 20, 2012, pursuant to b5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

T111. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; The Boeing Company Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-1320; Directorate
Identifier 2011-NM-208-AD; Amendment 39-
17066; AD 2012-11-03] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
July 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

T112. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Eurocopter Deutschland GMBH
Helicopters [Docket No.: FAA-2012-0101; Di-
rectorate Identifier 2010-SW-042-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17046; AD 2012-09-11] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received July 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7113. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; BAE SYSTEMS (Operations)
Limited Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-
0188; Directorate Identifier 2011-NM-120-AD;
Amendment 39-17079; AD 2012-11-15] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received July 20, 2012, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7114. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-0293; Directorate
Identifier 2012-NM-034-AD; Amendment 39-
17081; AD 2012-12-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
July 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7115. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Rolls-Royce plc (RR) Turbofan
Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2007-28059; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NE-13-AD; Amendment
39-17061; AD 2012-10-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived July 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7116. A letter from the Federal Register Li-
aison Officer, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
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Implementation of Statutory Amendments
Requiring the Qualification of Manufactures
and Importers of Processed Tobacco and
Other Amendments Related to Permit Re-
quirements, and the Expanded Definition of
Roll-Your-Own Tobacco [Docket No.: TTB-
2009-0002; T.D. TTB-104; Re: T.D. TTB-78, No-
tice No. 95 and Notice No. 98; T.D. TTB-80;
T.D. TTB-81 and Notice No. 99] (RIN: 1513-
ABT2) received July 5, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

7117. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Notice requirements under section 101(j) of
ERISA for funding-related benefit limita-
tions in single-employer defined benefit pen-
sion plans [Notice 2012-46] received July 16,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

7118. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Update for Weighted Average Interest
Rates, Yield Curves, and Segment Rates [No-
tice 2012-47] received July 16, 2012, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

——

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LUNGREN, DANIEL E. of California:
Committee on House Administration. H.R.
6122. A bill to revise the authority of the Li-
brarian of Congress to accept gifts and be-
quests on behalf of the Library, and for other
purposes (Rept. 112-624). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. LUNGREN, DANIEL E. of California:
Committee on House Administration. H.R.
1402. A bill to authorize the Architect of the
Capitol to establish battery recharging sta-
tions for privately owned vehicles in parking
areas under the jurisdiction of the House of
Representatives at no net cost to the Federal
Government; with an amendment (Rept. 112—
625). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 3641. A bill to es-
tablish Pinnacles National Park in the State
of California as a unit of the National Park
System, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 112-626). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 4606. A bill to au-
thorize the issuance of right-of-way permits
for natural gas pipelines in Glacier National
Park, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 112-627). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

————
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. NUGENT:

H.R. 6205. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to prevent identity theft
and tax fraud, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NEAL (for himself, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. STARK,
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Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Mr. LARSON
of Connecticut, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
KIND, Mr. PASCRELL, and Ms. BERK-
LEY):

H.R. 6206. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the
tax treatment for certain build America
bonds, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. SLAUGHTER (for herself, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Ms.
CHU):

H.R. 6207. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Task Force on Environ-
mental Health Risks and Safety Risks to
Children; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. FARENTHOLD:

H.R. 6208. A bill to temporarily limit the
authority of the Secretary of the Interior to
require or authorize the removal or move-
ment of offshore oil and gas facilities; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. MARCHANT (for himself and
Mr. CUELLAR):

H.R. 6209. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow qualified scholar-
ship funding corporations to access tax-ex-
empt financing for alternative private stu-
dent loans; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself and Mr.
CHAFFETZ):

H.R. 6210. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide for additional
immigrant visas for certain entrepreneurs
and job creators, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. HoLT, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. FUDGE, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LARSON of
Connecticut, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KUCI-
NICH, Ms. CHU, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms.
NORTON, Ms. MOORE, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. ELLISON, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. McCOLLUM, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. ToOwNS, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
LEE of California, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
RANGEL, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
PINGREE of Maine, Mr. AL GREEN of
Texas, Mr. STARK, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
COHEN, Mrs. MALONEY, Mrs. NAPOLI-
TANO, Mr. WELCH, Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. FARR, Mr. HONDA, Mr. OLVER,
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. MEEKS,
Ms. SEWELL, Ms. DELAURO, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms.
BAss of California, Mr. ROTHMAN of
New Jersey, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. NEAL, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. MORAN,
Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Ms.
DEGETTE, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. CAPUANO,
Mr. PALLONE, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of
California, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. PAs-
TOR of Arizona, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. RICH-
ARDSON, Mr. KEATING, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
LyYNCH, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
CARNAHAN, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. ROY-
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-
gia, Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. SCHWARTZ,
Ms. HAHN, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. LANGEVIN,
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. PAs-

CRELL, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. DEUTCH,
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr.
CLEAVER, Ms. MATSUI, Mrs.
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CHRISTENSEN, Ms. WILSON of Florida,
Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. WATERS, Mr. RYAN
of Ohio, Mr. LOEBSACK, and Mr. BER-
MAN):

H.R. 6211. A bill to amend the fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide for increases
in the minimum wage consistent with infla-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. KIND (for himself and Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia):

H.R. 6212. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make qualified biogas
property eligible for the energy credit and to
permit new clean renewable energy bonds to

finance qualified biogas property; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr.

STEARNS, Mr. PITTS, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
STIVERS, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. SCOTT of
South Carolina, Mr. GINGREY of Geor-
gia, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. LANCE, Mr.
ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. WHITFIELD,

Mr. BURGESS, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. POMPEO, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. HARPER, Mr. FLAKE, and
Mr. OLSON):

H.R. 6213. A bill to limit further taxpayer
exposure from the loan guarantee program
established under title XVII of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself
and Mr. STEARNS):

H.R. 6214. A bill to limit the number and
pay of individuals serving as special consult-
ants, fellows, or other employees pursuant to
subsection (f) or (g) of section 207 of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas:

H.R. 6215. A bill to amend the Trademark
Act of 1946 to correct an error in the provi-
sions relating to remedies for dilution; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GARAMENDI (for himself, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Ms. SUTTON, and Mr.
GRIJALVA):

H.R. 6216. A bill to strengthen Buy Amer-
ica requirements applicable to airports,
highways, high-speed rail, trains, and tran-
sit, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. GARAMENDI (for himself, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. HINCHEY,
and Mr. LIPINSKI):

H.R. 6217. A bill to require 85 percent do-
mestic content in green technologies pur-
chased by Federal agencies or by States with
Federal funds and in property eligible for the
renewable energy production or investment
tax credits; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. BUERKLE (for herself, Mrs.
MALONEY, Ms. LEE of California, Mr.
KING of New York, Mr. HANNA, Mr.
RANGEL, Mrs. DAvVIs of California,
Mr. TURNER of New York, Ms. CHU,

Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. MARINO, Mr.
WoLF, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and
Mr. KELLY):

H.R. 6218. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Autoimmune Diseases Inter-
departmental Coordinating Committee, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.
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By Mr. CARTER:

H.R. 6219. A bill to amend the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 to halt the premature
proposed listing of 4 central Texas sala-
mander species resulting from a settlement
agreement, and to take into account exten-
sive, ongoing State and local conservation
efforts; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan:

H.R. 6220. A bill to prohibit an employer
from inquiring whether an applicant for em-
ployment has been convicted of a criminal
offense, except in certain circumstances; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force, and in addition to the Committees on
House Administration, Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform, and the Judiciary, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. CLARKE of New York (for her-
self and Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of
California):

H.R. 6221. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to require the Secretary
of Homeland Security to research, identify,
and evaluate cybersecurity risks to critical
infrastructure, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Homeland Security.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself and Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut):

H.R. 6222. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act with respect to the sulfur fuel content of
heating o0il; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. DENT:

H.R. 6223. A bill to amend section 1059(e) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2006 to clarify that a period of
employment abroad by the Chief of Mission
or United States Armed Forces as a trans-
lator, interpreter, or in an executive level se-
curity position is to be counted as a period of
residence and physical presence in the
United States for purposes of qualifying for
naturalization if at least a portion of such
period was spent in Iraq or Afghanistan, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia:

H.R. 6224. A bill to amend title 44 of the
United States Code, to provide for the sus-
pension of fines under certain circumstances
for first-time paperwork violations by small
entities, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committee on
Small Business, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WALBERG:

H.R. 6225. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for economic
growth and personal financial liberty, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WELCH (for himself and Mr.
RENACCI):

H.R. 6226. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the nonbusiness
energy property credit to include the insula-
tion component of insulated siding; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 6227. A bill to authorize the establish-
ment of a Niblack mining area road corridor
in the State of Alaska, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself, Ms.
JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mr. CAMP, Ms.
McCoLLUM, Mr. PASCRELL, and Mrs.
MYRICK):

H. Res. 742. A resolution condemning the
Government of the Russian Federation for
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providing weapons to the regime of President
Bashar al-Assad of Syria; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BARLETTA (for himself, Mr.
KELLY, Mr. MARINO, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. CRITZ, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. PITTS, Mr. STIVERS, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky,
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. DENT, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. PLATTS, Mr.
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr.
SHUSTER, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
GERLACH, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MURPHY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. BART-
LETT, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. SCHIL-
LING, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr. RYAN of
Ohio, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. GRIMM, Mr.
CHABOT, and Mr. COSTELLO):

H. Res. T43. A resolution expressing the
sense of Congress that the United States
Postal Service should issue a commemora-
tive stamp honoring the Nation’s coal min-
ers; to the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform.

By Mr. TIERNEY (for himself and Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California):

H. Res. 744. A resolution recognizing the
75th anniversary of the enactment of the Na-
tional Apprenticeship Act of 1937 and sup-
porting the goals and ideals of National Reg-
istered Apprenticeship Month; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

——————

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. NUGENT:

H.R. 6205.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion gives Congress the authority to lay and
collect taxes and duties. With this authority
comes the inherent duty to protect these
funds from fraud and theft so that they are
used for their constitutional purpose- to pay
the debts and provide for the general welfare
of our nation.

By Mr. NEAL:

H.R. 6206.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

‘““The Congress shall have Power to lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises,
to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defence and general Welfare of the United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be uniform throughout the United
States.”

Sixteenth Amendment

““The Congress shall have power to lay and
collect taxes on incomes, from whatever
source derived, without apportionment
among the several States, and without re-
gard to any census or enumeration.”

By Ms. SLAUGHTER:

H.R. 6207.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Art. I, Sec.8,cl. 1

Art. I, Sec. 8, cl. 18

By Mr. FARENTHOLD:

H.R. 6208.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clauses 1 and 3 of the
Constitution

By Mr. MARCHANT:

H.R. 6209.

H5327

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. The Congress
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes,
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United States; but
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni-
form throughout the United States.

By Mr. CONYERS:

H.R. 6210.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4 of the Con-
stitution.

By Mr.
fornia:

H.R. 6211.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, §8, Clause 3

By Mr. KIND:

H.R. 6212.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8.

By Mr. UPTON:

H.R. 6213.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. BARTON of Texas:

H.R. 6214.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 18 of the United States Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas:

H.R. 6215.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

clause 8 of section 8 of Article I of the Con-
stitution.

By Mr. GARAMENDI:

H.R. 6216.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. GARAMENDI:

H.R. 6217.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Ms. BUERKLE:

H.R. 6218.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (‘‘The Con-
gress shall have Power ... To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by the Con-
stitution in the Government of the United
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States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof”).
By Mr. CARTER:
H.R. 6219.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution

The Congress shall have Power . . . To reg-
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

And:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution

The Congress shall have Power ... To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
the Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.
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By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan:

H.R. 6220.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Ms. CLARKE of New York:

H.R. 6221.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The U.S. Constitution including Article 1,
Section 8.

By Ms. DELAURO:

H.R. 6222.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 3 and 18 of the
United States Constitution.

By Mr. DENT:

H.R. 6223.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8.

By Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia:

H.R. 6224.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution: To regulate Commerce
with foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes.

By Mr. WALBERG:

H.R. 6225.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution and Amendment
XVI of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. WELCH:

H.R. 6226.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-
gress shall have Power To . make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:
H.R. 6227.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2

——————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 8: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. GRIF-
FIN of Arkansas, Mr. CRENSHAW, and Mr.
KLINE.

H.R. 6: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California.

H.R. 87: Mr. SCHWEIKERT and Mr. QUAYLE.

H.R. 139: Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 529: Mr. SCHILLING.
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H.R. 683: Ms. WILSON of Florida.

H.R. 942: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. CRITZ.

H.R. 998: Mr. THOMPSON of California.

H.R. 1084: Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 1106: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Ms. BAss of California, and
Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 1116: Mr. THOMPSON of California.

H.R. 1244: Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 1344: Mr. KISSELL.

H.R. 1370: Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 1394: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 1519: Mr. CHANDLER.

H.R. 1672: Mr. BENISHEK, Ms. McCOLLUM,
Ms. RICHARDSON, and Mr. MCKEON.

H.R. 1775: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, and Mr.
Bi1sHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 2028: Mr. COURTNEY.

H.R. 2033: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 2040: Mr. WOLF, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr.
Ross of Florida, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan,
and Mr. RIGELL.

H.R. 2139: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. HUNTER, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr.
STUTZMAN.

H.R. 2355: Mr. SCALISE.

H.R. 2359: Ms. NORTON, Mr. KILDEE, and Ms.
RICHARDSON.

H.R. 2382: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas and Mr. KIND.

H.R. 2437: Mr. SCHILLING.

H.R. 2481: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 2547: Ms. LEE of California and Mr.
MICHAUD.

H.R. 2697:

H.R. 2705:

H.R. 3030:

H.R. 3067:

H.R. 3158:

H.R. 3159:

H.R. 3429:

H.R. 3458:

H.R. 3510:

Ms. NORTON and Mr. PLATTS.
Mr. REYES.
Ms. SPEIER.
Mr. RosSs of Florida.
Mr. CRAVAACK.
Mr. SCALISE.
Mr. CARTER.
Mr. FORTENBERRY.
Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 3594: Mr. HULTGREN.

H.R. 3608: Mr. SCALISE.

H.R. 3612: Mrs. NOEM.

H.R. 3627: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia, Mr.
KING of New York, and Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 3643: Mrs. HARTZLER, Mrs. LUMMIS,
Mr. ROE of Tennessee, and Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 3705: Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 3721: Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 3798: Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. JACKSON LEE
of Texas, and Ms. CASTOR of Florida.

H.R. 3806: Mr. BARTLETT.

H.R. 3828: Mr. HARRIS.

H.R. 3861: Mr. PETERS, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr.
LEVIN.

H.R. 3866: Mr. WATT.

H.R. 4011: Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 4062: Mr. DREIER.

H.R. 4122: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. CARSON of
Indiana.

H.R. 4169: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. LAR-
SON of Connecticut.

H.R. 4173: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 4287: Mr. SHULER and Mr. HOLT.
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H.R. LATOURETTE and Mr.
SCHOCK.

H.R. 4373: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 4403: Mr. SCALISE.

H.R. 4405: Mr. DoLD, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. WALSH
of Illinois, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. WEST, Mr.
GALLEGLY, and Ms. PINGREE of Maine.

H.R. 4818: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 5796: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado and Mr.
SOUTHERLAND.

H.R. 5846: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan and
Mr. HULTGREN.

H.R. 5864: Ms. HIRONO.

H.R. 5907: Ms. CHU.

H.R. 5943: Mr. MARINO and Mr. CANSECO.

H.R. 5944: Mr. PoLLIS, Mr. TOwNS, and Mr.
CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 6028: Mr. KEATING.

H.R. 6075: Mr. BisHOP of Utah and Mr.
HULTGREN.

H.R. 6128: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California
and Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 6138: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. McGoOV-
ERN.

H.R. 6147: Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 6149: Ms. PINGREE of Maine,
MCcGOVERN, and Ms. SUTTON.

H.R. 6150: Mr. SABLAN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
NADLER, and Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 6151: Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. DAVIS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. WITTMAN, and Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka.

H.R. 6159: Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. CLARKE of
New York, Mr. KEATING, Mr. CUELLAR, Ms.
HAHN, Mr. REYES, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. ISRAEL,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Mr. MARKEY.

H.R. 6165: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr.
JONES.

H.R. 6169: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri.

H.R. 6170: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. DEFA-
710, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir-
ginia, and Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 6174: Mr. Ross of Florida.

H.R. 6175: Mr. DINGELL.

H.J. Res. 111: Mr. GARAMENDI,
CICILLINE, and Mr. PETERSON.

Con. Res. 21: Mr. CLAY.

Res. 459: Mr. SCALISE.

Res. 663: Mr. DoLD and Ms. FUDGE.
Res. 672: Mrs. MALONEY.

Res. 676: Mr. GRIMM and Ms. BERKLEY.
Res. 716: Mr. SCALISE.

Res. 722: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

Res. 725: Mr. LOEBSACK.

Res. 1734: Ms. RICHARDSON,
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. MORAN.

H. Res. 735: Mr. GOSAR.

4305: Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

—————

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tion:

Petition 4 by Mr. VAN HOLLEN on H.R.
4010: Sheila Jackson Lee, Dennis J. Kucinich,
and Walter B. Jones.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable Mi-
CHAEL F. BENNET, a Senator from the
State of Colorado.

PRAYER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
guest Chaplain, Rev. John Fuller, sen-
ior pastor of Prairie Lakes Church in
Cedar Falls, TA, will lead the Senate in
prayer.

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

God of all nations and all peoples, we
come before You on this day acknowl-
edging You as the sovereign Lord of
this Nation and of the whole world.

Father, it is a privilege to pray for
these lawmakers, knowing that You
hear and respond to the prayers of
Your people. I pray for these women
and men, whom You have put in this
position, that they would be filled with
Your wisdom to make wise choices and
decisions as they lead this country. I
pray that this body will be courageous,
that they wouldn’t be led by fear or
their own personal desires but they
would have the courage to lead with
conviction that comes from You. Give
these Senators strength to lead well
through difficult times, that they
would be strengthened in their inner
being by a power that only comes from
You.

And, Father, I pray for a spirit of hu-
mility that recognizes that others are
more important than we are and that
You have plans that are greater than
ours; that, Father, we would lead with
humble and gracious hearts.

We pray all this in Jesus’s Name.
Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MICHAEL F. BENNET
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

Senate

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, July 26, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable MICHAEL F. BENNET, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BENNET thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

CYBERSECURITY ACT—MOTION TO
PROCEED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move
to proceed to Calendar No. 470, S. 3414,
which is the Cybersecurity Act.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 470, S.
3414, a bill to enhance the security and resil-
iency of the cyber and communications in-
frastructure of the United States.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would now
yield to the senior Senator from the
State of Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa.

PASTOR JOHN FULLER

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, it is
my privilege to introduce Pastor John
Fuller to my fellow Senators, and I

thank Pastor Fuller for opening the
Senate with prayer. It is my privilege
to highlight my home pastor and
church.

Pastor Fuller and his wife Kay are
visiting the Nation’s Capital this week.

Since 1998 Pastor Fuller has been the
senior pastor at Prairie Lakes Church
in Cedar Falls, IA. Pastor Fuller is a
native of Iowa. He was born in Onawa
and grew up in Sloan. His family
moved to Sheridan, WY, when he was
in the eighth grade. He graduated from
high school in Sheridan. He played
both high school and college football.
He is to this day obviously a die-hard
Broncos fan. You won’t know that, but
I sure know it. He is a 1986 graduate of
the University of Sioux Falls and a 1990
graduate of Denver Seminary with a
master’s of divinity degree.

He was an associate and preaching
pastor at First Baptist Church in For-
est City, IA, before coming to Cedar
Falls in 1998, to Prairie Lakes Church,
and has been senior pastor. I have been
worshipping at Prairie Lakes Church
for 58 years come this August 29. The
church has changed its name and in-
creased its congregation over the
years, but its heart has remained the
same and very constant.

In 1855 a small group known as the
Baptist Society started this church. In
1862 it became the First Baptist
Church. The first 45 years that I wor-
shipped at First Baptist Church, at
various times the congregation num-
bered 200 to 300 people. Under Pastor
Fuller’s leadership, the number of wor-
shipers has grown to about 2,000, with
worship centers in Osage, Waterloo,
and soon in Grennell, IA, besides the
main campus in Cedar Falls, IA. In 2005
a new building was constructed, and
the name of the congregation then be-
came Prairie Lakes Church.

The worship service is very informal.
That has changed in the 58 years I have
attended there, but the service has al-
ways been Christ-centered, and that
has not changed. Prairie Lakes Church

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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is multigenerational, with an extraor-
dinary vision for the future. Worship
services are heartfelt, creative, prac-
tical, Bible-based, and here to serve
Christ and here to serve all—those who
just stepped over the faith line as well
as those who have been longtime fol-
lowers of Jesus Christ.

Prairie Lakes Church is affiliated
with the Baptist General Conference.
Prairie Lakes Church is all about lov-
ing God, loving people, and influencing
the world. Everyone is invited to wor-
ship with us—including anybody here
in Washington, DC—through streaming
online at prairielakeschurch.org.

In closing, I would remind all, ac-
cording to the Scriptures, in Corin-
thians, we are all called to be ambas-
sadors of Christ, and that is how I see
Pastor Fuller.

I am also grateful to Pastor Fuller
for his leadership and faithfulness to
this congregation. After 58 years, in
my looking back, I know God’s word
has been preached faithfully at this
congregation. Pastor Fuller has con-
tributed significantly during his tenure
and continues to do so.

This is what Pastor Fuller had to say
about our church:

There are a lot of good churches around
the valley. We’re lucky to have that. I think
people get attracted here because we just
stick with the Bible. We’re authentic. We’re
invitational, and we try to keep things sim-
ple.

These attributes have attracted
many, and I believe they will continue
to attract many more and the church
will continue to grow.

Lastly, I pray that God will continue
to shine His 1light through Pastor
Fuller, his family, and the Prairie
Lakes congregation. It is my privilege
once again to introduce Pastor Fuller
to this Senate.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate
my friend’s remarks about his pastor.
They were very well thought out, and I
appreciate them very much.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the first
hour here today will be equally divided
and controlled between the two leaders
or their designees. The majority will
control the first half and the Repub-
licans the final half.

I filed cloture last night on a motion
to proceed to the cybersecurity bill. I
hope we can reach an agreement to
have that cloture vote sometime today.
If not, we will have it tomorrow.

When a major storm ripped through
the Mid-Atlantic region last month, it
left millions of people without power—
I repeat, millions of people. I was at
my home here in Washington, which is
different from my home in Searchlight,
NV. In Searchlight, the wind blows a
lot, so you can hear the wind. It is kind
of pleasant for me. But the wind we
heard at our home in Washington was
not pleasant. At 9:30 or 10:00 at night,
it was loud and it was abusive and it
was, quite frankly, a little scary.
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Our power was not affected, but that
wasn’t the case for millions of other
people. Residents of Maryland, Vir-
ginia, West Virginia, Ohio, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia soon realized how
quickly a major power outage can alter
life as we know it. I talked to Senator
MANCHIN of West Virginia, and a week
later power was still out in large parts
of West Virginia. He said it was the
worst storm they have ever known in
West Virginia.

This power outage altered life as peo-
ple knew it here in the entire eastern
part of the United States. The blackout
was devastating to many families and
many businesses. But it was also minor
compared to the devastation that mali-
cious cyber terrorists could wreak with
a single keystroke. I repeat, as dam-
aging and frightening as this storm
was, we could have a malicious cyber
attack by terrorists that would be far
more devastating than this violent
storm. Cyber attackers could all too
easily shut down the electric grid for
the entire east coast, the west coast,
and the middle part of our country.
Any one attack could leave dozens of
major cities and tens of millions of
Americans without power. We know,
because we were shown in a room here
in the Capitol, how an attack could
take place and what damage it would
do, so we know this is not just make-
believe.

Without ATMs or debit card readers,
commerce would immediately grind to
a halt. My daughter, who lives here in
the DC area, lost power when the storm
hit. They waited for a number of hours,
and then they took all the food out of
their freezer, they gave away what
they could, and they threw the rest
away. And that was the way it was all
over. Their power was out for about a
week, and it made it very difficult.
They are fortunate enough to have a
basement, and the heat wasn’t oppres-
sive down there.

Without refrigeration, food would rot
on the shelves, the freezers would have
to be emptied, and people could actu-
ally go hungry. Without gas pumps,
transportation arteries would clog with
abandoned vehicles. Without cell
phones or computers, whole regions of
the country would be cut off from com-
munication and families would be un-
able to reach each other. Without air-
conditioning and without lifesaving
technology and the service of hospitals
and nursing homes, the elderly and
sick would become much sicker and
die. Most major hospitals have backup
power, but it is only for a limited
amount of time. It depends on how
much fuel they can store, and that is
very limited.

The devastation is really unimagi-
nable, but we have heard these omi-
nous scenarios before. What many
Americans haven’t considered is that
the same power grids that supply cities
and towns, stores and gas stations, cell
towers and heart monitors also power
every military base in our country.
About 99 percent of electricity used to
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power military installations comes
from outside the bases. Nellis Air
Force Base, one of the largest in the
world of its type, has some solar en-
ergy there that they have developed,
but over 90 percent of their power, in
spite of that, comes from outside the
base, and more than 85 percent of that
power is provided by the same electric
utilities that power homes and busi-
nesses and schools in the civilian
world. So a cyber attack that took out
a civilian power grid would also soon
cripple our Nation’s military—very
soon.

Although bases would be prepared to
weather a short power outage with
backup diesel generators, within hours,
not days, fuel supplies would run out.
Command and control centers would go
dark. Radar systems that detect air
threats to our country would shut
down. Communication between com-
manders and their troops would go si-
lent. And many weapons systems would
be left without either fuel or electric
power.

Much of what we do militarily is now
done by computers and done very re-
motely. It is no secret that the drones
that operate for our country all over
the world are not operated from Paki-
stan, Afghanistan, or Somalia, they are
operated from a base 35 miles outside
Las Vegas. That is all done with elec-
tricity. So in a few short hours or days,
the mightiest military in the world
would be left scrambling to maintain
base functions.

That is why our top national security
officials—including the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, the Director of the
National Security Agency, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the CIA Direc-
tor—have said that the kind of mali-
cious cyber attack I have just de-
scribed is among the most urgent
threats to our country. In fact, they
have said that unless we do something
and do it soon, it is not a question of if,
it is only a question of when.

There have already been cyber at-
tacks on our nuclear infrastructure,
our Defense Department’s most ad-
vanced weapons, the NASDAQ stock
exchange, and most major corpora-
tions. These are just a few of the things
that have already been attacked by
cyber.

Senator MCCONNELL and I recently
received a letter from a bipartisan
group of former national security offi-
cials, including six former Bush and
Obama administration officials, that
presented the danger in stark terms:

We carry the burden of knowing that 9/11
might have been averted with the intel-
ligence that existed at the time. We do not
want to be in the same position again when
‘“‘cyber 9/11” hits—it is not a question of
whether this will happen; it is only a ques-
tion of ‘“when.”

That is what they said, not me. The
group said the threat of cyber attack
“represents the most serious challenge
to our national security since the onset
of the nuclear age sixty years ago.”

The bill before this body, proposed by
a coalition of Democrats and Repub-
licans—including Chairman LIEBERMAN
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and ranking member COLLINS—is an ex-
cellent piece of legislation endorsed by
many members of the national security
community.

In my view, it is not strong enough,
but it is a tremendous step forward,
and I admire the work they have done.
I know some of my colleagues have
suggestions on how to improve this leg-
islation. I have a few of my own. There
is plenty of room for good ideas. Some
of them are already on the table. It is
my intention for Senators to have an
opportunity to have a robust debate on
these proposals. Let’s stick with what
this bill is all about and let’s have as
many amendments as people feel is ap-
propriate.

The national security experts agree
we can’t afford to waste more time.
The question is not whether we should
act but whether we will act in time.

As I mentioned at the start, we are
scheduled to have this vote an hour
after we come in tomorrow. I am work-
ing with Senator MCCONNELL now to
try to arrange a time, perhaps even
today. My goal is to get on the bill. I
hope we can get on the bill. It would be
terrible for our country if we are not
on the bill. I would like to get on the
bill and have Senators LIEBERMAN,
COLLINS, ROCKEFELLER, FEINSTEIN, and
the other committees that are involved
come up with a list of amendments as
we have done so well on a number of
the bills we have worked through.
When we come back next week, let’s
start doing some legislating and have
some robust debate, get some of these
amendments disposed of, and pass this
bill on to the House.

The House has done their bill. We can
go to conference and get something
done. It would be very important for
our country.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

THE ECONOMY

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, yes-
terday our Democratic friends took a
vote that says a lot about the way they
view the world. After nearly 4 years of
spending and debt, millions of Ameri-
cans are still struggling amidst the
slowest recovery in modern times, and
the economy is flat on its back. Our
friends on the other side think a great
way to go forward is to raise taxes.
Under the guise of pretending to care
about the deficit, Democrats are push-
ing an ideological goal of a symbolic
tax increase that would not even fund
the government for 1 week. The vote
we had yesterday—with all but two of
the Democrats on board—allegedly
doing something about the deficit
wouldn’t fund government for 1 week.

They are not even pretending to care
about the economy. They have sort of
given up on the argument that this is
about the economy. We know that be-
cause 2 years ago the Democrats agreed
the higher taxes they are now fighting
for would hurt the economy.

Let’s look at the economy then and
the economy now. At a time when eco-
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nomic growth was 3% percent, back in
December of 2010, 40 Democrats voted
to keep rates where they were on the
grounds that it was the best thing to
do for jobs. In December 2010, 40 Demo-
crats voted to keep the tax rates where
they were because it was the best thing
for jobs. Yet now when the growth rate
is 2 percent—it was 3% percent then, it
is 2 percent now—and 13 million Ameri-
cans are still out of work, they are vot-
ing to slam nearly 1 million businesses
with a tax increase. Maybe they are ex-
pecting the GDP numbers tomorrow to
be 3% percent. We will see.

That is one of two things, either our
Democratic friends don’t even care
about the economy and jobs anymore
and are just embracing Thelma-and-
Louise economics—let’s take every-
body off the cliff and hope people sup-
port them for some other reason—or
their economic world view is so far out-
side the mainstream of everyone else
who has looked at the situation that
they think 2 percent growth and 13 mil-
lion Americans unemployed is good
enough. Maybe they think that is as
good as we can do. That is where this
ideological crusade of theirs is taking
them, right in that direction. I just
hope for the sake of a struggling Amer-
ican economy that some of them soon
see how misguided an approach this is.

Let me repeat, 2 years ago in Decem-
ber of 2010, when the economy was
growing at a rate of 3% percent, 40 of
our Democratic colleagues, the Presi-
dent, the Vice President, me, and the
Speaker agreed to extend the current
tax rates for 2 years because it would
be good for jobs.

Just yesterday, with two exceptions,
every Democrat voted to raise taxes on
1 million businesses when the growth
rate—the GDP increased rate—is 2 per-
cent and 13 million Americans are
looking for work. That is not a pre-
scription for the economy; that is an
ideological crusade. That is not about
America’s jobs; that is about the elec-
tion 4 months from now.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). Under the previous order,
the leadership time is reserved.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Under the previous order, the fol-
lowing hour will be equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the majority con-
trolling the first half and the Repub-
licans controlling the final half.

The Senator from Colorado.

PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to speak on the floor of the
Senate again this morning to urge my
colleagues to vote to extend the pro-
duction tax credit for wind energy. It is
also known as the production tax cred-
it. I know the Presiding Officer’s home
State of West Virginia has a robust
wind energy sector as well. I look for-
ward to coming to the floor and talk-
ing about the Presiding Officer’s State
in the future.
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The reason I am talking about the
production tax credit is it is set to ex-
pire at the end of this year, and it will
cost citizens in my State and the rest
of the Nation their jobs. We cannot let
this happen. Tens of thousands of vital
jobs are dependent on the wind indus-
try all across our great country.

As I have mentioned, I come to the
Senate floor on a daily basis and I
highlight a State and talk about what
the production tax credit has done to
encourage economic growth in that
State. Today, I wish to talk about the
great State of Illinois, the land of Lin-
coln, where the wind industry is thriv-
ing. Illinois is an impressive example
of how wind resources can be harnessed
and put to good use creating jobs and
supporting local communities.

Overall, Illinois has the fourth larg-
est installed wind capacity in the
United States, with over 600,000 homes
powered by the wind. If fully utilized,
the wind energy resource in Illinois
could provide 525 percent of the State’s
current electricity needs. That is truly
a staggering amount of electricity for
the fifth largest State in the Nation.

In 2011, Illinois was second only to
California in the number of new wind
energy projects completed, and they in-
stalled more wind turbines there than
any other State in the country. Clear-
ly, Illinois recognizes the economic po-
tential wind energy holds for the fu-
ture, as many other States have.

Just last week in Illinois, Invenergy
announced it completed construction
of the Bishop Hill wind energy facility
in Henry County. That is up in the
northwestern part of Illinois, near Dav-
enport, IA. The project covers 22,000
acres of farmland and includes over 100
wind turbines and can power 60,000
homes. The Bishop Hill project is clear-
ly a huge investment in Illinois and
our Nation’s clean energy future. But
the economic power of wind energy has
been equally impressive. The wind en-
ergy there supports 7,000 jobs, it con-
tributes close to $19 million every year
in property taxes to local communities,
and Illinois led our Nation in 2011 with
over 400 new wind turbines installed.

Just this month, Illinois State Uni-
versity released a report that esti-
mates that the 23 largest wind farms in
Illinois will contribute roughly $5.8 bil-
lion to the local economies over the
lifetime of these projects. The con-
struction of these wind farms gen-
erated over 19,000 jobs that cut pay-
checks totaling over $1 billion for
workers. These are good-paying, high-
skill jobs that we are proud to have in
our country and that American work-
ers are proud to have and it is one part
of the overall wind energy story.

For example, the Odell Grade School,
in Odell, IL, has a much needed project
underway that will expand the school
and make it more energy efficient.
While this project is expensive, it will
be paid for, in part, by payments from
local wind farms. Wind energy is sup-
porting a better education for Odell’s
youth without increasing taxes to the
local residents.
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This is not unique to Illinois. It is
happening all across our country. I
have no doubt the people of Odell
would agree with me that extending
the PTC is a commonsense proposal.
However, without Congress extending
the production tax credit, our country
and the wind industry literally face im-
pending disaster. In fact, many wind
energy manufacturers and producers
have already been preparing for the end
of the PTC by backing off their invest-
ments in many of these communities
such as Odell and by announcing future
layoffs of thousands of workers. It is
just flatout unacceptable that we in
the Congress would let this happen.

I think everyone understands where I
am heading. This is a serious issue that
needs attention now—not next month,
not in the fall, not in the lameduck
session but now. The wind industry will
not wait for us to extend the PTC at
some date in the future. They have al-
ready begun to scale back their oper-
ations and move overseas. Further in-
action is unacceptable. China is step-
ping into the breach and literally tak-
ing our jobs overseas. Other countries
are prepared to do the same. For us in
Congress to miss this opportunity to
not only preserve jobs but put in place
policy that would create thousands of
good-paying jobs because of election-
year gridlock is flatout unacceptable.
If we don’t act, our people in our
States will suffer.

I come to the floor every day to im-
plore my colleagues to extend the wind
production tax credit as soon as pos-
sible. The PTC equals jobs. We ought to
pass it as soon as possible. I will be
back next week to continue discussing
the wind Production Tax Credit and
urge us to be bold, take up this issue
and extend the wind production tax
credit. It is about American jobs. It is
about maintaining our leading position
in the world when it comes to clean en-
ergy development.

I yield the floor and note the absence
of a quorum.

Mrs. MURRAY. If the Senator could
abstain from the quorum, please.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Washington.

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come
to the Senate floor today in order to
continue the efforts started right here
earlier this week, efforts by the women
of the Senate and the men who support
the Violence Against Women Act to
bring a simple, straightforward mes-
sage to our friends in the House of Rep-
resentatives: Stop the games and pass
the inclusive, bipartisan Senate VAWA
bill without delay.

The Violence Against Women Act is a
bill that has successfully helped pro-
vide lifesaving assistance to hundreds
of thousands of women and families. It
is a bill that passed the Senate 3
months ago today by a vote of 68 to 31.
It is a bill that has consistently in-
cluded bipartisan provisions to address
those who are not being protected by it
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each and every time it has been reau-
thorized. But here we are, back on the
Senate floor, urging support for a bill
that should not be controversial.

Just as we did on Tuesday, just as we
are doing today, and just as we are
going to continue to do in the coming
weeks, we will be making sure this
message resonates loudly and clearly
both in Washington, DC, and back in
our home States because we are not
going to back down—not while there
are thousands of women across our
country who are excluded from the cur-
rent law. In fact, for Native and immi-
grant women and LGBT individuals,
every moment our inclusive legislation
to reauthorize the Violence Against
Women Act is delayed is another mo-
ment they are left without the re-
sources and protection they deserve in
this country.

The numbers are staggering: 1 in 3
Native American women will be raped
in their lifetimes—1 in 3. And 2 in 5 of
them are victims of domestic violence,
and they are killed at 10 times the rate
of the national average. These shock-
ing statistics are not isolated to one
group of women; 25 to 35 percent of
women in the LGBT community expe-
rience domestic violence in their rela-
tionships, and 3 in 4 abused immigrant
women never enter the process to ob-
tain legal status, even though they
were eligible, because their abuser hus-
bands never filed their paperwork.

This should make it perfectly clear
to our colleagues in the other Chamber
that their current inaction has a real
impact on the lives of women across
America affected by violence, women
such as Deborah Parker. Deborah is the
vice chairman of the Tulalip Tribe in
my home State of Washington.

Deborah was repeatedly abused start-
ing at a very young age by a nontribal
man who lived on a reservation. Not
until after the abuse stopped—some-
time around when she was in the fourth
grade—did Deborah realize she was not
the only child suffering at the hands of
that same assailant. At least a dozen
other young girls had fallen victim to
that man—a man who was never ar-
rested for his crimes, never brought to
justice, and still walks free today, all
because he committed these heinous
acts on the reservation. As someone
who is not a member of a tribe, it is an
unfortunate reality that he is unlikely
to ever be held liable for his crimes.

Reauthorizing an inclusive VAWA is
a matter of fairness. Deborah’s experi-
ence and the experience of other vic-
tims of that man do not represent an
isolated incident. For the narrow set of
domestic violence crimes laid out in
VAWA, tribal governments should be
able to hold accountable defendants
who have a strong tie to the tribal
community.

I was very glad to see Republican
Congresswoman JUDY BIGGERT and sev-
eral of her Republican colleagues echo
those sentiments last week. They sent
a letter to Speaker BOEHNER and Lead-
er CANTOR. These Republican Members
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explicitly called on their party leader-
ship to end this gridlock and accept the
‘‘Senate-endorsed provisions that
would protect all victims of domestic
violence, including college students,
LGBT individuals, Native Americans
and immigrants.”

So today I am here to urge Speaker
BOEHNER to listen to the members of
his own caucus and join us in taking a
major step to uphold our government’s
promise to protect its people, people
such as Maribel and Maria, two more
constituents who come from my home
State of Washington.

As a transgender woman, Maribel has
been subject to random acts of violence
by family and boyfriends and strang-
ers. She has been mugged and attacked
on the street. She has suffered broken
bones and cuts and bruises. She has
been raped, and she was left for dead.
What Maribel said to me was deeply
concerning. She said:

Not once have the police ever conducted an
investigation, much less shown any concern
for me. Rather my experience with law en-
forcement is one of harassment and abuse. I
have been ostracized by family and friends

. in fact it is most of my first memories.

She experiences hate daily from
those who think she has no place in our
society.

Then there is Maria. Shortly after
their wedding, Maria’s husband became
a different man, she said. His abuse
ranged from emotional to physical, and
on two separate occasions he held a
knife to Maria’s throat threatening to
kill her. He constantly threatened
Maria with deportation back to Ja-
maica. Eventually, he refused to attend
the interview with immigration au-
thorities necessary for her to obtain a
green card. Her application was denied
for lack of attendance. She was angry
and scared, but she found the courage
to ask her husband for a divorce. In re-
sponse, he raped her. Maria moved out
of the house though her husband re-
peatedly tracked her down and as-
saulted her. To save her own life, Maria
fled to Seattle with her two young chil-
dren.

It does not have to be this way. I was
so proud to have been serving in the
Senate in 1994 when we first passed the
Violence Against Women Act. Since we
took that historic step, VAWA has
been a great success in coordinating
victims’ advocates and social service
providers, and law enforcement profes-
sionals to meet the immediate chal-
lenges of combating domestic violence.
Along with its bipartisan support, it
has received praise from law enforce-
ment officers and prosecutors, judges,
victim service providers, faith leaders,
health care professionals, advocates,
and survivors.

The Violence Against Women Act has
broad support for one reason: It works.
Where a person lives, their immigra-
tion status, who they love should not
determine whether perpetrators of do-
mestic violence are brought to justice.
These women cannot afford any further
delay—not on this bill.
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Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield for a question.

Mrs. MURRAY. I would be happy to
yield for a question.

Mr. WYDEN. I think the Senator
from Washington has made an extraor-
dinary presentation in terms of out-
lining the facts of the abuse women
face. Having done a series of forums
around my home State—as my col-
league knows, in our part of the coun-
try in Washington and in Oregon where
there are many small communities of
10,000, 15,000 people, it is my experi-
ence—and I would be interested in get-
ting the assessment of our colleague
since she has been a leader on this—
that without the Violence Against
Women Act, it is my understanding
that women in rural areas who face the
kind of brutal treatment my colleague
described would literally have nowhere
to turn, so that the Violence Against
Women Act for women in rural areas in
particular is sort of the last line of de-
fense for them.

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from Or-
egon is absolutely correct. If a woman
has been beaten and abused and be-
lieves she is a victim of violence with
nowhere to turn, especially in a rural
community where everyone knows ev-
eryone and a person doesn’t know who
to turn to, there is no place to go. The
Violence Against Women Act provides
the support of law enforcement officers
and advocates so a person can get out
of a very abusive situation.

Mr. WYDEN. I am going to listen to
the rest of my colleague’s remarks, and
I will have my own. But I just want to
thank the Senator from Washington
for her leadership. This is such an im-
portant issue. It is not about dollars
and cents, and it is not about politics.
It is about doing what is right for com-
bating violence, and I commend my
colleague.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague
from Oregon. I know he is going to
speak in just a few minutes, but I know
he has spent a great deal of time trav-
eling around his State and listening to
these women and he knows personally
from their stories how important it is
that we cannot continue to delay this
bill over something called a blue slip.
It is not about a blue slip. It is about
doing what is right.

We have overcome the blue slip issue
time and time again for issues such as
FAA and Transportation bills and
many other pieces of legislation be-
cause it is the will of the body to do so.
So to tell a woman in Oregon or Wash-
ington State that this bill can’t happen
because of a blue slip is ridiculous.
They have been told they can’t get help
for a lot tougher reasons. Let’s not let
a blue slip be what comes between
them and the support they need.

In fact, I say to my colleague from
Oregon and all of my colleagues that
on Tuesday the New York Times ran an
editorial that gets to the heart of it.
They said:

House Republicans have to decide which is
more important: Protecting victims of do-
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mestic violence or advancing the harsh
antigay and anti-immigrant sentiments of
some on their party’s far right. At the mo-
ment, harshness is winning.

The editorial also echoed our senti-
ments that it does not have to be this
way. It pointed out:

In May, 15 Senate Republicans joined with
the chamber’s Democratic majority to ap-
prove a strong reauthorization bill.

It ends with what we all know it will
take to move this legislation forward:
leadership from Congressman BOEHNER.
So today we are on the Senate floor to
make this effort and to call for the
same thing: leadership.

It is time for Speaker BOEHNER to
look past ideology and partisan poli-
tics. It is time for him to hear the sto-
ries of women across America who have
not had the protection of this bill and
to make a major step forward which
will assure that a woman, no matter
where she lives or who she is, will have
the protections this great country can
offer.

So I thank my colleague from Oregon
for his real passion and understanding
on this issue and for taking the time to
hear from women and men who have
been impacted.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I wish to
follow on the very important remarks
made by our colleague, Senator MUR-
RAY. As a result of the debate we have
had in Washington, DC, I knew there
was a significant problem, but until we
held these forums across our State—we
essentially went into every corner of
Oregon—it really didn’t come home to
me how serious a problem this is.

I wish to highlight for a moment or
two this point I got into with Senator
MURRAY with respect to rural areas,
some of the stories. For example, I was
told about a woman in central Oregon
who essentially, faced with a very abu-
sive relationship, spent the evening
trying to hide out in ditches in the
community. She would just run from
ditch to ditch. Of course, a person gets
pretty banged up and bruised when
they do something like that, but she
hid out in ditches through the night in
order to avoid her abuser.

But then it came to morning time
and she wanted to get out. She wanted
to get to the Safety Net program,
which is a wonderful shelter in her
area. But the fact was the only way to
get out was to ask for a ride from the
one person who had a vehicle in the
community, and that was the person
who abused her in the first place. So,
literally, in a rural community—and I
heard this account just recently—she
had nowhere to turn. That is why I
characterize the Violence Against
Women Act as—especially for rural
women—the last line of defense be-
tween them and the abuser.

In another community—I know my
colleague, the Presiding Officer, will
identify with this, and I enjoyed going
to West Virginia and the like—in a
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rural community in the eastern part of
our State, it was described to me that
there was no transportation out of the
community. There was no transpor-
tation at all. The woman involved was
going to literally have to stay there
and face continual abuse. The one vehi-
cle in the community was a fishing
shuttle.

I am sure the Senator from West Vir-
ginia identifies with that. It is some-
thing we have in our rural commu-
nities—a vehicle that takes folks
fishing.

The owner of the fishing shuttle said:
I am going to be the one to take this
woman to safety. I don’t need to be re-
imbursed. I don’t need to have some
kind of government program or some-
thing. I am going to do it because it is
right.

That is how that woman in a rural
community escaped her abuser. She got
out. She got free. She was able to
shake out of the clutches of the abuser
because the fellow who owned the fish-
ing shuttle stuck up for her.

But I think this is Senator MURRAY’S
point: I do not think we can accept
that all across the country we are
going to have fishing shuttles available
in order to rescue women who are sub-
ject to this kind of abuse. I think that
is pretty farfetched, and the good
hearts of Oregonians came through in
that particular situation, but we have
to reenact this program.

The fact is, Mr. President and col-
leagues, this has been the law of the
land for more than a decade. There has
not been a shred of partisanship in it.
It is not about ideology. It is about
protecting women from brutality. I had
thought, frankly, we had gotten over
some of the arguments against this leg-
islation that had been trotted out in
the past.

For example, it was often said in the
past: Well, maybe these abuse cases are
not abuse. Maybe they are just kind of
family matters. They are going to get
settled when the family kind of calms
down. Maybe somebody got upset about
something, and then in a day or so ev-
erything is going to go back to normal.

That is not the case. This is about re-
peated instances of violence, repeated
instances of violence you cannot
slough off as a family difference of
opinion. It is a crime. It is brutal vio-
lence. That is why we need this legisla-
tion, and we need it reauthorized.

I think it is also especially impor-
tant, given some of the budget cuts we
have seen that are particularly hitting
small communities like a wrecking
ball. For example, in Josephine Coun-
ty—a rural part of our State—they are
in the position where, when a subpoena
goes out, they essentially do not have
the resources to follow it up. In other
words, the subpoena is used to, in ef-
fect, set in motion the law enforcement
process to bring the abuser to justice,
and I was told by the key law enforce-
ment officials in Josephine County—in
a community forum I held in Medford,
OR, for folks from the southwestern
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part of the State—that they literally
do not have the resources to follow up
on how to ensure that abuser is
brought to justice.

I would make a couple of additional
points. I see colleagues on the floor
waiting to speak.

I also want to talk about the costs
that are associated with this. You have
two kinds of costs. First, you have di-
rect health care costs that stem from
the violence you see perpetrated
against women, and then also you have
costs in terms of lost productivity. At
a time when we are getting hit very
hard by unemployment—and we know
we are in a productivity race with Asia
and India and China and other coun-
tries—we cannot afford the costs, the
health care costs of the violence
against women that ends up having
women land in hospital emergency
rooms and the like, nor can we allow
this lost productivity at a time when
we are pushing so hard to create more
good-paying jobs.

The protection that is offered
through the Violence Against Women
Act saves my home State of Oregon
now millions of dollars through its key
provisions. Safety from domestic vio-
lence would save Oregon more than $35
million per year in direct health care
costs. Our State loses approximately
$9.3 million per year in lost produc-
tivity from paid work as a result of do-
mestic violence. The fact is, the pre-
ventive services offered by the Vio-
lence Against Women Act saves money,
as does the very important work that
is done by victim services.

The study of 278 victims in my home
town of Portland who received domes-
tic violence and housing assistance
found that those services resulted in
more than $610,000 in savings during
the first 6 months. So there are savings
in terms of assistance, whether it is
housing or counseling. Emergency
medical care utilization is reduced as a
result of emergency services, safety net
services being available. Whether it is
one measure or another, from a finan-
cial standpoint, reauthorizing the vio-
lence against women legislation makes
sense.

But at the end of the day, while the
financial savings are substantial, it
seems to me the Violence Against
Women Act is about restoring dignity
to women who have been abused in our
country. No woman in the TUnited
States should be subject to the kind of
physical abuse I have documented in
cases coming from Oregon and that
Senator MURRAY has described this
morning. They strip our people—
women in this country—of their dig-
nity and their confidence and their
ability, after they shake free from
their abuser, to get on and have the
kind of productive life they want for
themselves and their family.

Ultimately, this is about dignity. It
is about doing what is right. This legis-
lation has been on the books for more
than a decade. There is no reason—
none whatever—that this legislation is
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not passed overwhelmingly on a bipar-
tisan, bicameral basis. I am going to do
everything I can here on the floor of
the Senate talking with colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to make sure
this legislation is reauthorized. Be-
cause what I saw during these commu-
nity forums in my home State, from
small towns across Oregon, should not
happen in my State, it should not hap-
pen anywhere, because it is not right,
and the Senate can take action to stop
it.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

PASSING APPROPRIATIONS BILLS

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, there
has been a lot of talk about the dan-
gers of raising taxes during a recession.
President Obama famously said in 2009:
“You don’t raise taxes in a recession.”
Our economy is certainly worse now
than it was then. But that did not stop
the Senate majority from pushing
through a tax increase on our small
business owners yesterday.

We need to get our fiscal house in
order, and that starts with budgeting
in a responsible manner. Washington’s
primary problem is not a revenue prob-
lem. Washington’s primary problem is
a spending problem, and the Senate
majority’s actions have exacerbated
that problem.

The Senate has failed to pass a budg-
et for the past 3 years. Meanwhile, our
country is facing record deficits and an
ever-increasing debt. This is the fifth
straight year that Washington’s exces-
sive spending has led to a trillion-dol-
lar deficit. It now sits at a jaw-drop-
ping $15.9 trillion. The Senate major-
ity’s only answer to this crisis is to
raise taxes on our job creators during a
time while our country has an unem-
ployment rate of over 8 percent.

Along with failing to produce a budg-
et, the Senate majority leader is now
backtracking on a pledge to enact
every individual appropriations bill
this year. Needless to say, I am dis-
appointed. In fact, I think it is safe to
say our entire caucus is disappointed.

It was not too long ago that I was
down here on the floor praising the ma-
jority leader in his efforts and those
who would have us go forward and
enact our individual appropriations
bills. We believed we had a good-faith
agreement to move these bills, to make
the effort to function the way this
body was established to work, to do our
job and pass all of the appropriations
bills so that the government operates
on a budget the way every Arkansan
does.

Now the majority is telling us this is
not going to happen. Determining how
we spend hard-earned taxpayer dollars
is a basic responsibility of Congress.
We know tough choices have to be
made in these appropriations bills, but
moving forward is the right direction.
The trend of continuing resolutions
and giant omnibus appropriations bills
has to stop.

Enacting all appropriations bills in
regular order would be an important
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step to reducing government spending.
It would help balance our budget while
investing in programs Americans have
come to rely on.

Moving forward on these bills would
return the Senate to its proper func-
tion and provide a framework of spend-
ing so the American people can see and
understand where their hard-earned
money is going. Most importantly, it
would help us back away from the fis-
cal cliff we are hanging on to.

Here is the reality: We borrow around
40 cents of every $1 we spend. We are
running record-breaking deficits every
year. The average American family
does not have the luxury to live by this
sort of budgeting. If you tried to run
your household, your business this
way, the bank would cut you off. It is
time we apply that lesson to Wash-
ington.

We are at a crossroads in our coun-
try. If we continue down the path we
are going, we risk going in the direc-
tion of Greece, Ireland, Portugal, and
now Spain—each facing economic cri-
ses that have pushed them to the brink
of default.

If Congress continues the reckless
spending, rather than crafting an im-
mediate solution to this crisis, our ac-
tions will inevitably lead to an eco-
nomic collapse. We cannot keep kick-
ing the can down the road, which is ex-
actly what we are doing by passing
continuing resolutions and omnibuses
after continuing resolutions and omni-
buses. It goes on and on.

Each one of us in this Chamber owes
it to the American people to work to-
gether to help our country today and
build a path of success for the future.
Our Founding Fathers laid the founda-
tion that allows the Senate to function
effectively and efficiently, but it does
require us working together.

The American people are tired of the
finger pointing that has stalled much
of the work they have sent us here to
do. That starts with trying to enact all
of the appropriations bills through a
regular process each year. I sincerely
hope the Senate majority leader recon-
siders the decision to cancel consider-
ation of the appropriations bills, again,
so we can get back to a normal budg-
eting process, get back to a normal
method, an efficient method, a very
transparent method, so the American
people can see where their taxpayer
dollars are going.

With that, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico). The Senator
from Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I as-
sume we are out of morning business.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is on the motion to proceed to S.
3414.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3326

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I have a
unanimous consent request.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of S. 3326; that the Coburn
amendment at the desk be agreed to,
the bill, as amended, be read a third
time and passed; that when the Senate
receives the House companion bill to S.
3326, as determined by the majority
and the Republican leaders, the Senate
proceed to its immediate consider-
ation; that all after the enacting clause
be stricken, and the text of S. 3326, as
passed by the Senate, be inserted in
lieu thereof; that the bill be read a
third time and passed; that a statutory
pay-go statement be read, if needed,
and passed with no amendments in
order prior to passage, the motions to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate, and any statements re-
lated to the bill be printed in the
RECORD at the appropriate place, as if
read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I re-
serve the right to object and would like
to make a statement.

I am basically opposed to the Sen-
ator’s request, and let me explain why.
The Finance Committee considered
this bill last week, and we passed it out
of committee by a voice vote without a
single amendment being offered. No-
body on the committee offered an
amendment. I think we cannot and
should not delay the passage now. It
passed unanimously, no amendments
offered, and now is not the time to
delay.

This bill is fully offset. How? By ex-
tending customs user fees and cor-
porate timing shift. This is not the
first time we have used the corporate
timing shift as an offset. I have a list—
a very long list—of the many times
when this body has used this very same
provision and very same offset. In fact,
it has been used multiple times since
2005 in trade bills and lots of other
bills, so there is much precedent.

I, nonetheless, understand Senator
COBURN now has concerns about the
offset, and I am willing to work with
him to find alternate offsets in future
trade measures. We need to move for-
ward on this bill in its entirety as soon
as possible. We can’t pick and choose
to move forward on component parts
while leaving others to linger. There
are real consequences for delay.

This bill extends provisions of the Af-
rican Growth and Opportunity Act—
otherwise known as AGOA—trade pref-
erence program that would otherwise
expire in September. Without swift
passage of this bill, U.S. retailers do
not have the certainty they need to
place orders with African apparel man-
ufacturers. Not only are these U.S.
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companies struggling to make the best
decisions for their companies, but a
substantial drop in orders has caused
devastating job losses in Africa. The
job losses are occurring why? Because
of the uncertainty as to whether this
provision will be extended. Right now
the Senator from OKklahoma suggests
we don’t proceed.

Another provision of this bill closes a
loophole in the Dominican Republic-
Central American-United States Free
Trade Agreement that will save almost
2,000 yarn-spinning jobs in North Caro-
lina and in South Carolina. And the
Burma sanctions provision expires
today. These provisions are all nec-
essary parts of the delicate com-
promise we negotiated in advance with
the House and that the Senate Finance
Committee approved. Ways and Means
Chairman CAMP in the House and
Ranking Member LEVIN in the House
have made it equally clear they will
not pass this bill in the House without
the AGOA provisions included. So the
House will not pass these provisions if
the Senator is successful.

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to
pass S. 3326 as it passed from the Fi-
nance Committee, quickly and without
amendment. For those reasons, I must
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, short
memories are just that. In my opening
statement in the Finance Committee
on this bill, I made it very clear I op-
posed the pay-for in this bill. I had two
amendments to offer. They were not of-
fered because the chairman had assured
me beforehand that he would object
and rule them nongermane, even
though they were not nongermane. As
a matter of fact, we had offered what
the Obama administration had already
offered in terms of trade duplication—
a $200 million pay-for that the adminis-
tration supports.

So let’s talk about what is really
going on here. We are a country that is
$15.8 trillion in debt. We have a process
that is not open, really, to the consid-
eration of addressing real pay-fors for a
real bill that I agree needs to pass. I
have no objection to the underlying
policies in any of the three components
in this bill, but there is a process we
continue to practice which has our
country bankrupt. That process is the
following: We are going to spend $200
million over the next 3 years, and then
we are going to take 10 years to pay for
it.

We have $350 billion in waste, fraud,
and duplication in the Federal Govern-
ment that we have done nothing about
as a Senate. Not one thing have we
done to address the issues that are
wasting the hard-earned money of the
taxpayers of this country. So when we
have a small bill and administration
concurrence on something that should
be eliminated, and yet we would rather
not do that but just kick the can down
the road, we are failing the American
people.
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I have a great deal of respect for the
chairman of our committee, but it
seems to me that my conversations
with the Speaker and Mr. CANTOR and
Mr. CAMP in the House are much dif-
ferent than his. As a matter of fact, if
we were to divide this, they would di-
vide theirs and pass them both back
over here, and we could do the same.
What I have offered is to separate out
these two from the AGOA package. I
am for that. I just think we ought to
pay for it.

What I have offered, and I offer to do
now if the chairman splits it, is to have
30 minutes on the floor to explain why
I want to pay for the AGOA, then have
a vote, and let it go. But we will not
even do that. So not only do we not
want to address the problems, we don’t
even want to have a debate and an op-
portunity to stand up and say whether
we are for cutting wasteful spending,
which even the administration is for.
That is what is offered.

So now we stand here, with Burma
sanctions going to expire. I am going
to tell you, I am not moving. I will ob-
ject to any unanimous consent request
that doesn’t have a real pay-for for the
$200 million for this bill out of real
spending in the next 1 or 2 or 3 years,
which is exactly what we offered to put
forward in committee and what we
have offered to negotiate. I am not
going to be a part of kicking the can
down the road again. I am not going to
be a part of playing gimmicks where
we ask corporations to overpay their
taxes so we can get around the 1974
Budget Act and pay-go and essentially
be dishonest with the American people
about what we are doing.

I understand I am not the chairman
of the Finance Committee, but I am a
member. And I am a Member of this
body. Since I had no right in com-
mittee to offer an offset because they
were ruled—they were going to be ruled
nongermane, which they weren’t, and
now, consequently, we want to ram
this through on a timed basis, I am not
going to agree to that happening.

So we need to start acting like
grownups in terms of our debt and not
kick the can down the road 10 years,
and that is what we are doing. We are
going to use 10 years to pay for some-
thing we are going to spend over 3, just
like we did on the highway bill, just
like we violated pay-go, just like we
violated the budget agreement we just
agreed to last August. Now we are
going to continue to do the same thing.

I have the greatest respect for my
chairman. He has been here a long
time. He knows a lot about these
issues. I agree they need to happen, but
they do not need to happen on the
backs of taxpayers 10 years from now.
We need to pay for what we are doing
now.

That is the whole point of this exer-
cise. I want us to be able to have cer-
tainty. I want us to have the Burma
sanctions continued. I want us to do
the right thing. But I want us to do it
in the right way, and we are not. So
that is where I stand.
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I would defer to the chairman for his
comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I very
much understand the frustration of the
Senator from Oklahoma, and I under-
stand his reasons for objecting. In a
perfect world, I might be sympathetic
with his reasons, but this is not the
perfect world. This is a world where we
try to do our best to do our work and
get legislation passed.

I personally don’t have a problem
with the Senator’s suggestion that we
could set 30 minutes aside and vote on
his amendment as an alternate way to
pay. I think the Senator understands
this bill is fully paid for already. It is
just the Senator would like it paid for
in a different way.

The problem I have in trying to ar-
range all this and put it together is I
can’t control other Senators. Other
Senators may object to the Senator’s
provision. They may have their own
bills. In fact, I can think of two or
three right now who would very much
take advantage of a process where the
Senator from Oklahoma strips out the
bill and offers his own pay-for because
they would say: Oh gosh, this is now an
opportunity for me to offer mine. That
is what they will say to themselves,
and then we are really stuck because
the Burma provisions expire, as the
Senator knows, today. We can’t dally.
We can’t wait. The AGOA provision ex-
pires at the end of September.

Now, one could say: Well, wait until
the end of September. Unfortunately, a
lot of American companies are uncer-
tain whether we are going to extend
past the September 30 date, and they
are laying off people. Lots of job losses
are already occurring as a consequence
of the uncertainty. So my job, in put-
ting together these several bills—in-
cluding PNTR for Russia—in the com-
mittee was to talk to Senators and try
to find an accommodation where we
could get it passed.

I totally agree with the Senator on
his main point; namely, how much
fraud and waste there is and that it
should be addressed and how important
it is to get the debt down. As the Sen-
ator knows, yesterday, in committee,
we talked about ways to address the
so-called fiscal cliff, the very begin-
nings of the Finance Committee’s find-
ing solutions to the debt and some kind
of grand bargain in the form of tax re-
form.

The Senator is correct. He did file
amendments with alternative offsets,
and I did state the amendments would
be ruled nongermane. That is true. In
my judgment, they were not germane.
And he did suggest at that time that he
wanted to offer an amendment on the
Senate floor. As I said, I am not per-
sonally opposed to having a vote on the
Senator’s amendment as long as there
is a limited time of debate. But I do
think and believe others will object,
and they will want to have their provi-
sions passed. I just believe at this point
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it makes sense to proceed with AGOA,
the DR-CAFTA bill, and the Burma
bill, and deal with how we do offsets at
a future date, not right now because it
just gums up too much else.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, what
the chairman said is this bill is paid
for. I would put forward to the Amer-
ican public that if they went to
Wendy’s this afternoon and said: Give
me a double cheeseburger; and, oh, by
the way, over the next 10 years I am
going to pay for it, most Americans
would not say it is paid for.

What we are doing with this bill is
taking custom user fees in the years
2021, 2020, 2019, and all the way down to
pay for this bill. That is the problem.
We will never solve our other problems
until we get out of the mindset of say-
ing because of the rules, we can stretch
out the payment and call it paid for.

This bill isn’t paid for. It is going to
be paid for by the people who import
things 10 years from now, not now.
That is the whole point. That is why
we have a $1.3 trillion deficit this year.
That is why we have at least 2 to 3 mil-
lion people unemployed in this coun-
try—because of our debt. So the ques-
tion is, Is there a point in time when
we are going to stop paying for things
in the future and pay for them now?
That is my objection.

I am fully open to passing this bill if
somebody will just pay for it this year.
If we are not going to pay for it this
year, then we are not going to pass a
bill by unanimous consent.

I will tell you, nobody else operates
this way. Nobody rationalizes that you
can pay—and the other thing, this is
just $200 million. To everybody outside
of Washington that is one ton of
money. Here it is peanuts. To say we
can’t pay for something worth $200 mil-
lion in a bill to do this, right now, to
start the self-discipline of paying for
it, it just says we are not worthy of
being here if we would not do that.

So I would love to work out a solu-
tion, but there is a time and place
where we have to change the direction
of how we operate. For me, this is the
bill that now says to me we are going
to start paying for things. And if we
can’t pay for a $200 million pay-for in
the same year, or at least the same 3
years we are going to actually spend it,
then we are just not going to pass bills
with my help.

I am not speaking for just ToMm
COBURN. The vast majority of Ameri-
cans want us to pay for things by cut-
ting wasteful spending. The fact that
we are going to take custom user fees
over 10 years to pay for this is ludi-
crous. Nobody in the rest of the econ-
omy can go out and say: Oh, by the
way, I want to consume it now, but I
will pay for it 10 years from now—in-
terest free. It doesn’t work that way,
and we ought not to be doing it.

The chairman has my utmost re-
spect. He has a tough job, I know that,
of trying to do that. I will continue to
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try to work on solutions for this prob-
lem, but I am not moving from a posi-
tion that we are going to pay for the
things in the year in which we count
them.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN of Ohio). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President,
may I ask what the pending business is
now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed on S. 3414.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to speak on the motion to proceed
to S. 3414, which is the Cybersecurity
Act of 2012.

This cloture motion has been filed
that will ripen sometime tomorrow,
but I think it is the hope of Members
on both sides of the aisle that we can
proceed to vote on the motion to pro-
ceed today. I am hopeful colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will vote to pro-
ceed, because although there continues
to be some disagreement about the
content of this bill and different ap-
proaches taken, I don’t think there is
any Member of the Senate who doesn’t
appreciate the fact that our country is
currently under cyber attack every
day, our businesses are victims of
cyber theft every day, with the con-
sequential loss of billions of dollars’
worth of investments and, I would say,
tens of thousands of jobs going else-
where.

So this bill is not a solution in search
of a problem; it is an attempt to solve
a problem. Although there may be dif-
ferences still on different components
of the bill, I hope everybody will join
together in at least saying: Let’s pro-
ceed to the debate, and let’s see if we
can reach a conclusion before we leave
for the August break next week.

I will report in this regard that this
morning there was a second meeting
held of those who have been most ac-
tive in supporting different legislation
that deals with the cyber threat to
America. Senator COLLINS and I, Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN, Senator ROCKEFELLER,
Senator CARPER—who introduced the
pending matter, the Cybersecurity Act
of 2012—Senators HUTCHISON and CHAM-
BLISS were there today, Senator
CoATS—who introduced the so-called
SECURE IT Act—and then a group of
peacemakers-bridge builders, Senators
KYL and WHITEHOUSE, Senator GRAHAM,
Senator COONS, Senator BLUMENTHAL,
and Senator COATS, again, who sits in
two of the three groups, which makes
him a superbridge builder.

It was a very good, substantive dis-
cussion, in which we were all fleshing
out the details of the various pro-
posals. We are seeing some areas where
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I think we feel we have a real oppor-
tunity to agree and some areas where
it may be more difficult, but we
haven’t given up. But overall, I would
say this process has been very encour-
aging. Basically, all the leading parties
in the Senate and all the Senators are
around the same table talking, which
is very constructive to have happen. I
appreciate that. To me, it is more rea-
son to vote to proceed.

I wish to begin by thanking the
aforementioned Senators COLLINS,
ROCKEFELLER, FEINSTEIN, and CARPER,
who joined me in sponsoring S. 3414,
which I wish to talk about a bit now in
this opening statement.

I also wish to thank the majority
leader, Senator REID, for seeing the
cyber threat to America in all its ur-
gency and reality last year, urging
Senator COLLINS and me to go forward
and work on legislation, to work across
party lines to get a bill out and now to
thank Senator REID for Kkeeping his
commitment to bring this bill to the
floor, even though, as always, there are
clearly other important issues vying
for this body’s attention. But, to me,
there is none more important to Amer-
ica’s security and prosperity than this
topic, which is cybersecurity and the
cybersecurity bill that is now pending.

I would like to make three points in
my remarks to my colleagues.

First is that the danger of cyber at-
tacks against the United States is
clear, present, and growing, with en-
emies ranging from rival nations to
cyber terrorists, to organized crime
gangs, to rogue hackers sitting at com-
puters almost anywhere around the
world. The pending matter, S. 3414, Cy-
bersecurity Act of 2012, responds di-
rectly and effectively to this danger.

Second, this bill has been a long time
in coming. In this regard, I note a let-
ter sent out by the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce overnight that, I must say,
I found very disappointing overall be-
cause, if I may state it affirmatively, it
doesn’t embrace the same spirit I see
Members of the Senate embracing; that
although we have different positions,
we can’t afford to be inflexible. We
can’t be closed to compromise because
of the urgency of the threat to our
country and because of the general
principle that has not been as evident
in the Senate and Congress generally
as it should be in recent years; that we
never get anything done unless there is
some compromise. I am not talking
about compromise of principle. But if
we go into every negotiation saying, I
will only accept 100 percent of what I
want, ultimately we are not going to
get anything, if we can get 80 percent,
75 percent, 60 percent—particularly
when we are dealing with a threat to
the security of the United States and
our prosperity as real as the cyber
threat.

I hope our friends at the Chamber
will reconsider the tone of their opposi-
tion and come to the table to talk with
us about their concerns and see if we
can’t reach common ground because
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there is a larger national interest at
stake than represented by any par-
ticular group or any individual Senator
or their point of view.

In their letter of July 25, 2012, signed
by R. Bruce Josten, executive VP for
government affairs of the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, the Chamber says
that:

... S. 3414, the ‘‘Cybersecurity Act of
2012, which has been rushed to the floor
without a legislative hearing or markup. The
bill was introduced just last week and re-
mains a moving target; new and modified
provisions of the bill are expected to be re-
leased in the coming days.

If they are, it is going to be a result
of the give-and-take compromise that
leads to legislation that is going on
now. But I wish to respond to the idea
that this came out of nowhere.

This bill has been a long time in com-
ing. As a matter of fact, I went back
and looked at the records. I attended
my first hearing on cybersecurity as a
member of the former Senate Govern-
mental Affairs Committee—the prede-
cessor to the current Homeland Secu-
rity Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee—under the leadership of then-
Chairman Fred Thompson. That was
back in 1998, 14 years ago. I have been
concerned ever since about the growing
threat of cyber attack.

Along with my dear friend and col-
league on the committee, Senator COL-
LINS, our committee has held multiple
hearings on cybersecurity; that is, the
new Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, and we
weren’t alone. There have been numer-
ous hearings over the past several
yvears and markups by multiple com-
mittees in both the Senate—many held
by our colleagues Senator ROCKE-
FELLER and Senator FEINSTEIN in the
Commerce and Senate Intel Commit-
tees—as well as in the House. Those de-
liberations and discussions were in-
formed by numerous government and
private sector studies on the dangers
that lurk in cyberspace.

So this bill didn’t come out of no-
where. We reported a bill out of our
committee, with a lot of hearings and
an open markup. We began, at the ma-
jority leader’s direction, to negotiate
with the other committees, particu-
larly Commerce and Intel. We reached
agreement, which is essentially what
this bill is.

Incidentally, we then altered this
bill—Senators COLLINS, FEINSTEIN,
ROCKEFELLER, and I, in response to the
bipartisan Kyl-Whitehouse group rec-
ommendations—to make it nonmanda-
tory but still significant. So this bill
has been aired and worked on and is
ready for action.

But more to the point, the Senate
needs to act. That is why it is so im-
portant we adopt the motion to pro-
ceed, because this threat is real, dan-
gerous, and growing every day.

Third, this bill, S. 3414, is the result
of bipartisan compromise. It is both bi-
partisan and it is the result of com-
promise. We cosponsors, as I men-

S5427

tioned, gave up some elements we
thought were important that we had in
our original bill. Given the cyber
threat, we actually thought it was
more important to move forward with
a bill that will significantly strengthen
our cybersecurity, even though it
doesn’t do everything we want it to do
and thought should be done.

We didn’t want to lose the chance to
pass cyber legislation this year that
could prevent a cyber 9/11 attack
against the United States before it
happens, instead of rushing in the
midst of mayhem back to the Senate
and House to adopt cybersecurity legis-
lation after we suffer a major attack.

As I said, we have incorporated ideas
from Senators WHITEHOUSE, KYL, and
the other Members whom we were
working with quite diligently to help
us find common ground. I wish to ex-
plicitly and enthusiastically thank
them for their efforts.

We have heard and responded to Sen-
ators DURBIN, FRANKEN, WYDEN, and
others, and advocacy groups across the
political spectrum from left to right,
who have pressed for greater protec-
tions for privacy, personal privacy in
this bill. We have made substantial
changes designed to address concerns
from stakeholders and colleagues.

I am confident we can work through
more issues as we debate the bill on the
floor. But the main point here, if I may
use quite a familiar expression around
here with a slightly unique follow-on
phrase, I hope: If in our quest for cy-
bersecurity legislation we allow the
perfect to be the enemy of the good, we
are going to end up allowing our en-
emies to destroy a lot that is good in
the United States of America. We have
to act together for the good of the Na-
tion, get the debate started and bring
amendments to the floor for an up-or-
down vote.

Let me stress at this point that Sen-
ator REID, the majority leader, has
been quite clear that his desire, his in-
tention is to have the process be an
open amendment process so long as the
amendments are germane and relevant
to the topic of the bill, cybersecurity,
not just open to any amendment about
any subject.

I want to go back over these three
points and talk about them in a bit
more detail. Let me start with the re-
ality of the threat. I want to read from
a letter sent to us recently by some of
our Nation’s most experienced security
leaders from both Republican and
Democratic administrations. Here is a
letter to the majority and minority
leader, signed by former Bush adminis-
tration Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity Michael Chertoff; former Bush ad-
ministration Director of National In-
telligence ADM Mike McConnell;
former Bush Deputy Defense Secretary
Paul Wolfowitz; former NSA and CIA
Director General Michael Hayden;
former vice chair of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff Marine Gen. Jim Cartwright; and
former Deputy Defense Secretary Wil-
liam Lynn. I quote from the letter. It



S5428

is quite an impressive group, clearly
bipartisan—nonpartisan.

We write to urge you to bring cybersecu-
rity legislation to the floor as soon as pos-
sible. Given the time left in this legislative
session and the upcoming election this fall,
we are concerned that the window of oppor-
tunity to pass legislation that is in our view
critically necessary to protect our national

and economic security is quickly dis-
appearing.

These security leaders went on to
say:

Infrastructure that controls our elec-
tricity, water and sewer, nuclear plants,
communications backbone, energy pipelines
and financial networks must be required to
meet appropriate cybersecurity standards.
We carry the burden of knowing—

It is really chilling.

We carry the burden of knowing that 9/11
might have been averted with the intel-
ligence that existed at the time. We do not
want to be in the same position again when
‘“‘cyber 9/11”° hits—it is not a question of
whether it will happen—but when.

That is not a statement from a Mem-
ber of the Senate or an advocate on one
side or the other. These are proven na-
tional security leaders who have
worked in administrations of both po-
litical parties. ‘It is not a question of
whether a cyberattack will happen,”
they say, ‘“‘but when.”

Many others have issued similar
warnings. Secretary of Defense Panetta
has said the next Pearl Harbor-like at-
tack against America will be launched
from cyberspace.

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Gen. Martin Dempsey has warned: ‘A
cyberattack could stop our society in
its tracks.”

Just this month, National Security
Agency Cybercommand Chief Gen.
Keith Alexander blamed cyber attacks
for: ““The greatest transfer of wealth in
history.”

General Alexander estimated that
American companies lose about $250
billion a year through intellectual
property theft through cyberspace; $114
billion to theft through cyber crime;
and another $224 billion in downtime
the thefts caused.

We talk a lot here in the Senate
these days, as we must, about how we
protect American jobs. It turns out
that in creating more cybersecurity in
our country we are also going to pro-
tect tens of thousands of jobs which
otherwise are going to end up else-
where in the world because they will
have stolen the industrial secrets that
lead to the new industries that create
those jobs.

General Alexander concluded this
part of the statement he made by say-
ing: ‘“ ... this is our future dis-
appearing before us.”

Cyber attack.

These fears are not speculative. Let
me go through a recent op-ed in the
Wall Street Journal that President
Obama wrote.

In a future conflict, an adversary unable to
match our military supremacy on the battle-
field might seek to exploit our computer vul-
nerabilities here at home. Taking down vital
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banking systems could trigger a financial
crisis. The lack of clean water or functioning
hospitals could spark a public health emer-
gency. And as we have seen in past black-
outs—

Which were caused by natural disas-
ters, for instance—
the loss of electricity can bring businesses,
cities and entire regions to a standstill.

These fears are not speculative. They
are not theoretical. They are based on
existing facts and existing vulnerabili-
ties. Consider, if you will, this recent
story in the Washington Post that de-
tailed how a young man living an
ocean away used his computer to hack
into the control panel of a small town
water utility in Texas. It took him just
10 minutes and required no special
tools or training. The utility had no
idea of what had happened until the
hacker posted screen shots of his ex-
ploit online as a warning of how wvul-
nerable all of us are. Imagine if terror-
ists decided to target a string of small
utilities across the United States and
either cut off fresh water or dumped
raw sewage into our lakes, rivers, and
streams. We would have an environ-
mental and economic disaster on our
hands. But this is a real possibility.

This brings me to my second point.
We need to act and act now. The chal-
lenge of cybersecurity has been studied
for a long time and there is no need for
more studies or hearings or delay, as
the Chamber letter requests. I went
back to the Congressional Research
Service. According to a report that
they issued, in the 112th Congress alone
there have been 38 hearings and 4
markups in the House and 33 hearings
in the Senate on cybersecurity.

In the 112th Congress, the Judiciary
Committee also held a markup on the
Personal Data and Privacy Security
Act and in previous Congresses the
Senate has held markups on cybersecu-
rity legislation in five separate com-
mittees under regular order, all of
which is included in the bill that is
pending before us today.

Since 2005, the Senate Homeland Se-
curity Committee alone has held 10
hearings with 48 witnesses testifying
and took questions over a total of 18
hours. Look at the bill’s cosponsors. S.
3414: Senators CoOLLINS and I, along
with Senators FEINSTEIN and ROCKE-
FELLER, have held numerous hearings,
forums, and cybersecurity demonstra-
tions for Members and staff. All these
hearings and briefings were further in-
formed by, according to the CRS, a
total of 60 governmental reports total-
ing 2,624 pages produced by the GAO,
the Department of Defense, the OMB,
the Department of Energy, and other
Federal agencies. This doesn’t count
the many more reports from the pri-
vate sector—computer security firms
such as SEMANTEC and think tanks
and academic institutions such as MIT
and the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies.

This matter is ready for action. I go
back to a 1936 book Winston Churchill
wrote, ‘“When England Slept.”” Not
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“Why England Slept’” but ‘“When Eng-
land Slept” . He asked his colleagues in
the Parliament who were refusing at
that time to act decisively to counter
the rise of German military power de-
spite its clear threat to Europe—
Churchill said: “What will you know in
a few weeks about this matter that you
do not know now ... and have been
not been told any time in the last six
months?”’

I think the same can be said now.
That is why I think it is so important
to adopt the motion to proceed and get
something done before we leave Wash-
ington for the August break.

Finally, in the interest of moving
forward, my cosponsors and I, as I indi-
cated earlier, have made a major com-
promise in the bill we are bringing to
the floor in terms of how we deal with
critical cyber infrastructure. Here
again, we are talking not about small
businesses around America, we are
talking about powerplants, energy
pipelines, water systems, financial sys-
tems that we all depend on for our
banking, water—sewer systems, for in-
stance—that if sabotaged or com-
mandeered in a cyber attack could lead
to catastrophic deaths and economic
and environmental losses.

In our original bill, Senators COL-
LINS, FEINSTEIN, ROCKEFELLER, and I
called for mandatory cyber safety
standards for all critical infrastructure
after those standards were developed in
consultation with the private sector.
We did not think this was a unique or
onerous requirement but our responsi-
bility in carrying out our constitu-
tional oath to provide for the common
defense. Since antiquity, as a matter of
fact long before the American Con-
stitution, societies have chosen to
adopt safety standards to protect their
citizens, particularly safety standards
for physical structures starting with
the homes we live in, but also our of-
fices, factories, and critical infrastruc-
ture such as powerplants and dams.
Today we call these building codes. Can
you imagine if there were no building
codes, the danger that people would
take when they walked in our office
buildings or factories or apartment
houses or residences?

I cannot resist saying these building
codes in some sense are as old as the
Bible. Here I go to Deuteronomy 22:8
which says:

When you build a new house, you shall
build a parapet for your roof, so you shall
not bring the guilt of blood upon your house
if anyone should fall from it.

There is direct relevance in a very
different context from the Biblical con-
text to what we are trying to do here,
which is to build a kind of parapet
around our cyber systems so we do not
bring the guilt of blood on us because
somebody has attacked through those
cyber systems.

The reason we have done this over
antiquity in the physical world is obvi-
ous. If one of our homes catches fire be-
cause of the wiring not up to code or it
happens in an apartment building or an
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office building, the people in it are en-
dangered, obviously, but also the lives
and homes of our neighbors, the com-
munity are in danger as well. Numer-
ous bipartisan national security ex-
perts have been in total agreement
that mandatory requirements are need-
ed to protect our national and eco-
nomic security from the ever-rising
risk of cyber attacks.

But it was this provision, seen in the
context of regulation of business while
we were seeing it as homeland security,
protecting homeland security, that was
the most controversial in our com-
promise bill and drew the most criti-
cism. To be more specific about it, it
threatened to prevent passage of any
cybersecurity legislation this year
which, for the sponsors of this bill, was
simply an unacceptable result.

Following the rule that no matter
how deeply one believes in the
rightness of a provision in a bill, we
agreed to change it because there is so
much else that is critically important
in our bill that will protect America’s
cybersecurity. So we withdrew the
mandatory provision and created all
the standards for performance of how
the most critical infrastructure, cyber
structure, would protect itself. But
then we left it voluntary; however, we
did create some incentives. Let me be
clear that the decision is to be what we
all want it to be, which is as a result of
a collaborative, cooperative effort that
businesses that operate the most crit-
ical cyber structure, such as, electrical
systems, water systems, transpor-
tation, finance, communications, will
want to comply.

Under our revised bill, private indus-
try, which incidentally owns as much
as 85 percent of the Nation’s critical in-
frastructure—that is the American
way, and that is great. But when that
80 to 85 percent of our critical infra-
structure can well and probably will be
the target of not just theft but attacks
by enemies of the United States, we
have to work together to prevent that.

In our bill we give the private sector
the opportunity to develop a set of cy-
bersecurity practices which will then
be reviewed by the new National Cyber-
security Council that our bill creates.
It will be chaired by the Secretary of
Homeland Security and made up of rep-
resentatives of the Department of De-
fense, Commerce, Justice, and the in-
telligence community, and presumably
the Director of National Intelligence.
This National Cybersecurity Council
will review the standards agreed upon
by the private sector and decide wheth-
er they are adequate to provide the
necessary level of cybersecurity for the
American people.

Owners of critical infrastructure will
then have a decision to make. Do they
want to essentially opt into the system
or do they want to not do so? That is
up to them under the bill as is put be-
fore them because it is voluntary. If
they opt in—and this is what we hope
will be an incentive—they will be enti-
tled to receive some benefits, the most
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significant of which will be immunity
from certain forms of liability in case
of a cyber attack. We also offer expe-
dited security clearances and prioritize
technical assistance from our govern-
ment on cyber questions from those
critical covered cyber-infrastructure
companies that opt into the system.

I think our colleague from Rhode Is-
land, Senator WHITEHOUSE, has a very
good metaphor for what we are trying
to do. As he said, we are trying to build
Fort Cybersecurity where we essen-
tially become part of a system that
provides greatly enhanced protection
from cyber attack and cyber theft, but
we are not compelling anybody to come
into Fort Cybersecurity. We are en-
couraging them to do so, and we are
giving them some incentives to do so.
Of course, we hope that sound and wise
administrators of those companies and
forces of the marketplace will encour-
age them to make a decision to come
into Fort Cybersecurity.

Finally, our bill contains informa-
tion-sharing provisions, which I think
most people who have looked at the
threat of cyber attack and cyber theft
think are very important. These provi-
sions will allow the private sector and
government to share threat informa-
tion between each other and among
themselves. In other words, one private
company can share information about
an attack with another private com-
pany to see if the attack is part of a
broader pattern.

For instance, they can talk about
where it may be coming from to raise
their cyber defenses against it, and to
do so without fear of—well, for in-
stance, any trust action by the State
or Federal Government. Also, very
often companies that believe they have
been a victim of cyber attack will go to
the Federal Government, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, or the Na-
tional Security Administration for
help; however, a lot of them don’t. Part
of the reason for that is they fear,
among other things, they may com-
promise the privacy of their records.
Others, quite frankly, don’t want to
admit they have been attacked. This is
a real problem. I will come back to
that in just a moment.

We give protection from liability for
companies that share their information
with the government. Yet there were
many individual Senators and many
people from outside groups who are fo-
cused on privacy who were concerned
that in doing this we were opening up
a method by which parts of our Federal
Government could basically violate
privacy restrictions, take personal in-
formation off of the information shared
by a private company with the govern-
ment, and they be the victim of some
kind of public intrusion or even law en-
forcement.

So I think we negotiated a good se-
ries of agreements on this which, one,
will ensure that companies who share
cybersecurity information with the
government give it directly to civilian
agencies and not to military agencies.
That was a concern people had.
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Second, we ensure that information
shared under the program be reason-
ably necessary and described as a cy-
bersecurity threat. In other words, not
just wantonly share it because some of
this is private information.

Third, we restrict the government’s
use of information it receives under the
cyber information-sharing authority so
that it can be used only for actual cy-
bersecurity purposes and to prosecute
cyber crimes with two exceptions
broadly agreed on: One is that the in-
formation can be used to protect people
from imminent threat of death or phys-
ical harm; and, two, to protect children
from serious threats of one sort or an-
other.

Next, we would require annual re-
ports from the Justice Department,
Homeland Security, the defense and in-
telligence community, and inspectors
general to describe what information
has been received in the previous year,
such as, who got it and what was done
with it. Finally, we allow individuals
to sue our government if the govern-
ment intentionally or willfully violates
the law; that is to say, the law relating
to these privacy protections.

I am very pleased by these changes
we made. I want to say this loudly and
clearly: This bill is about cybersecu-
rity. But in trying to elevate our cy-
bersecurity, we didn’t want to com-
promise people’s privacy or their free-
dom. So what I have just read was in-
tended to assure that this bill, as best
we could, would not compromise pri-
vacy or freedom rights.

Then I took this set of compromises
to the most important people in our
government who are focused on cyber-
security—the Department of Homeland
Security, the National Security Agen-
cy, the FBI—and they all said, I am
pleased to say, these privacy protec-
tions will not inhibit their ability to
protect America’s cybersecurity. They
can live with these without the slight-
est diminishing of their focus, which
understandably is not privacy but it is
cybersecurity. They said these amend-
ments to our original bill don’t inhibit
what they are doing.

I conclude by, again, urging my col-
leagues to vote, presumably today, yes
on the motion to proceed so we can get
the debate started, so we can continue
to work to achieve common ground and
a meeting of the minds and enact this
piece of crucial national and economic
and security legislation in this session
of Congress.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
have listened to the distinguished Sen-
ator and chairman of the Homeland Se-
curity Committee and the presentation
of the bill that I assume will be voted
on today. I appreciate very much that
we have had the meetings. There are
really two bills that have been intro-
duced: the Lieberman-Collins, bill with
their cosponsors, and then I have intro-
duced legislation called the SECURE
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IT Act along with Senators MCCAIN,
CHAMBLISS, GRASSLEY, MURKOWSKI,
COATS, JOHNSON, and BURR. These are
eight ranking members of committees
and subcommittees who have jurisdic-
tion over cybersecurity, and we differ
in a major way from the bill that is be-
fore us that is cosponsored by the
Chair and ranking member of the
Homeland Security Committee. All the
other ranking members of the commit-
tees that have jurisdiction, are in dis-
agreement with their approach.

Now, the good news is we have been
meeting to try to begin to work out
the differences and see if we can move
forward. Our bill, the SECURE IT bill,
will be introduced as an amendment in
the nature of a substitute if, in fact, we
take up the bill today.

I would agree with what Senator LIE-
BERMAN said right off the bat in that I
believe, as long as we have an open
amendment process, we will vote to
move to the bill. I don’t think anyone
in our group or anyone with whom I
have talked wants to hold up dealing
with cybersecurity. We know Amer-
ica’s systems could be under threat,
and some have been hacked into al-
ready. There are terrorists who seek to
sabotage networks. There are people
who want access to proprietary infor-
mation and intellectual property. We
need to protect our systems and our
country against those attacks, which is
why as long as we have an amendment
process and we are not shut out from
discussing this, we will vote to move
forward to the bill.

This bill was not marked up in com-
mittee. It did have a lot of hearings in
committee. Since it wasn’t marked up,
amendments were not able to be intro-
duced and discussed and voted on,
which makes it harder, as we all know,
when we come to the floor with a bill
where there are major disagreements.
We have not had the capability for the
committee to take up the amendments
and vote on them. That is why I think
we need to have the open amendment
process and why we do want to move
forward on the good faith that it will
be open.

Now, our bill, the SECURE IT Act, is
centered on consensus items. It sets
aside the controversial provisions that
are of questionable need, and it is also
one that we believe we can work with
the House on to pass and send to the
President. The bill we have would
greatly improve information sharing to
and from and with the government
with other private sector industries in
the same field, and we think that is the
most important step we could all take
on a fairly quick basis to start the
process of getting more security
throughout our systems.

We must also ensure that the entities
and government and industry share in-
formation back and forth. It has to be
a two-way street. Obviously, if an in-
dustry is going to share information
about potential threats, if they see
risks or they see problems in a system,
it must get information from the gov-
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ernment agencies that are doing the in-
telligence gathering on a quick basis.

Our bill also dramatically improves
cybersecurity for Federal agencies
themselves. It does update the rules
that govern cybersecurity, and it re-
quires any government contractor to
inform their agency clients if their cli-
ents’ systems are under a significant
risk or attack. We think that is reason-
able as a part of a government con-
tracting requirement.

Today antitrust laws and liability
concerns inhibit private companies
from exchanging the information that
is necessary to defend against and re-
spond to cyber threats. If a company is
going to be encouraged to share infor-
mation with a competitor about cyber
threats, they have to know they are
not going to be then hit with an anti-
trust lawsuit. I think that is pretty
clear. So our bill does address that. We
make it very clear there are antitrust
immunities as well as most certainly
immunity from a lawsuit if they pro-
vide information on a voluntary basis.
If they are sued, and they have acted in
accordance with our bill, then they
would have protection from liability
for a lawsuit on cyber attack. So those
are the things we do that I think will
open up the information sharing, which
is the way we believe it is important as
the next step.

It is also very important that we
have the safeguards for privacy. I do
believe the underlying bill certainly
protects privacy, and so does our sub-
stitute. We have safeguards that pro-
tect the privacy and civil liberties of
all Americans while we preserve the
right to ensure that we try to protect
America in general from attack from
the outside.

We also in our bill improve the secu-
rity of Federal information systems
and facilitate the prosecution of cyber
crime. We want to beef up protections
against criminals who are hacking in,
as well as potential terrorists who
might, in order to be able to prosecute
against cyber crime as a disincentive
to break the law.

Finally, our legislation has broad in-
dustry support. The businesses in the
private sector that know their systems
best and that fight every day to pro-
tect their systems and networks be-
lieve SECURE IT is the best way to go.
We believe that with the cooperation of
the business community, without hav-
ing a big regulatory morass, is the way
we are going to get the most coopera-
tion from the people who are running
the networks and systems.

I have letters of endorsement from
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the
National Association of Manufacturers,
the American Fuel and Petrochemical
Manufacturers, the American Petro-
leum Institute, U.S. Telecom, National
Retail Federation, the Internet Secu-
rity Alliance, and I ask unanimous
consent that these letters be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, June 29, 2012.
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS MCCAIN AND HUTCHISON:
The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the world’s
largest business federation representing the
interests of more than three million busi-
nesses and organizations of every size, sec-
tor, and region, supports S. 3342, the ‘“‘SE-
CURE IT Act of 2012.” This bill would dra-
matically help the United States improve its
cybersecurity posture and serve as a catalyst
for greater sharing of targeted cyber threat
information between the government and the
private sector.

The Chamber agrees that the right path
forward is for the public and private sectors
to work together in solving mutual chal-
lenges, increasing real-time cyber threat in-
formation sharing between and among the
public and private sectors, and fostering the
development and deployment of innovative
cybersecurity technologies. This path pro-
vides the best opportunity of staying ahead
of fast-paced cyber threats.

The Chamber also agrees that Congress
should not layer additional cybersecurity
regulations on the business community. New
compliance mandates would automatically
drive up costs and misallocate business re-
sources in a tough economy without nec-
essarily increasing security. Critical infra-
structure owners and operators already de-
vote significant resources toward protecting
and making their information systems more
resilient because it is in their overwhelming
interest to do so and good for the country.

Another positive aspect of S. 3342 is that it
would leverage existing information-sharing
and analysis organizations and incorporate
lessons learned from pilot programs under-
taken by critical infrastructure sectors.
Both offer complementary, demonstrated
models to enable the government to share
cyber threat information with the private
sector in a trusted, constructive, and action-
able manner without creating burdensome
regulatory mandates or new bureaucracies.

S. 3342 would also provide businesses the
much-needed certainty that threat and vul-
nerability information shared with the gov-
ernment would be provided safe harbor and
not lead to frivolous lawsuits, would be ex-
empt from public disclosure, and would not
be used by officials to regulate other activi-
ties. The Chamber welcomes your efforts to
make certain that the information-sharing
processes in your bill include necessary pri-
vacy and civil liberties protections, such as
tightening the definition of cyber threat in-
formation.

The Chamber appreciates your efforts to
address an array of industry concerns. As the
SECURE IT Act progresses, we look forward
to working with you to tailor the scope of in-
formation that certain entities in the pri-
vate sector could be required to provide a
government agency or department under
statute.

Equally, we want to ensure that govern-
ment entities continue to acquire the most
innovative and secure technology products
and services under provisions of S. 3342 re-
lated to reforming the Federal Information
Security Management Act. Federal officials
who manage agencies’ information security
programs should leverage industry-led, glob-
ally accepted standards for security assur-
ance during the acquisition process. Added
language stipulating that the bill would not
convey any new regulatory authority to
agencies or departments is a step in the
right direction.
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The Chamber believes that your bill high-
lights the notion that Congress should focus
on enacting legislation that would truly im-
prove the sharing of actionable and targeted
information between public and private enti-
ties in order to defeat our mutual adver-
saries—not layering additional regulations
on the business community. We appreciate
your commitment to a nonregulatory ap-
proach to bolstering collective security; it is
one that the Chamber strongly supports.

Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
MANUFACTURERS,
Washington, DC, March 26, 2012.
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN AND SENATOR
HUTCHISON: On behalf of the 12,000 members
of the National Association of Manufacturers
(NAM), the largest manufacturing associa-
tion in the United States representing manu-
facturers in every industrial sector and in all
50 states, I am writing to express the NAM’s
support for S. 2151, the Strengthening and
Enhancing Cybersecurity by Using Research,
Education, Information, and Technology Act
or “SECURE IT” Act.

Manufacturers through their comprehen-
sive and connected relationships with cus-
tomers, vendors, suppliers, and governments
are entrusted with vast amounts of data.
They hold the responsibility of securing this
data, the networks on which it runs, and the
facilities and machinery they control at the
highest priority level. Manufacturers know
the economic security of the United States is
directly related to our cybersecurity.

The NAM supports the government sharing
timely and actionable threat and wvulner-
ability information with the private sector.
We also support the creation of a voluntary
framework that allows companies to share
information with the government and with
each other without creating new liabilities.

NAM member companies also support al-
lowing the private sector to continue devel-
oping appropriate general and industry-spe-
cific best practices in collaboration with the
Federal government for improved security.
Encouraging manufacturers to adopt indus-
try-standard best practices through incen-
tives is the best way to ensure innovation
while addressing the evolving threats to our
nation’s security. In contrast, mandates on
the use of specific technologies or standards
and imposing a prescriptive regulatory
framework would unduly inhibit innovation.

The SECURE IT Act addresses these issues
important to manufacturers. The bill would
allow for voluntary information sharing
across the cyber community and protect in-
formation owners from liability stemming
from those actions. It would also help secure
government networks, increase the penalties
for cybercrime, and prioritize cybersecurity
research using existing government dollars.
The SECURE IT Act does this without cre-
ating a new and unnecessary regulatory bur-
den on manufacturers.

The NAM and all manufacturers remain in-
tensely committed to working with Congress
to secure our cyberinfrastructure from harm.
We look forward to thoughtful discussions
and examination by all the Committees with
jurisdiction on this issue to ensure that any
legislation that moves forward mitigates the
cyber threat facing our nation.

Sincerely,
BRIAN J. RAYMOND,
Director, Technology Policy.
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AMERICAN FUEL & PETROCHEMICAL
MANUFACTURERS,
Washington, DC, March 13, 2012.

Re AFPM supports the Strengthening and
Enhancing Cybersecurity by Using Re-
search, Education, Information, and
Technology (SECURE IT) Act.

Hon. HARRY REID,

Senate Majority Leader,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. M1TCH MCCONNELL,

Senate Republican Leader,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL:
AFPM, the American Fuel and Petro-
chemical Manufacturers (formerly National
Petrochemical & Refiners Association),
writes today to express its support for S.
2151, the ‘‘Strengthening and Enhancing Cy-
bersecurity by Using Research, Education,
Information, and Technology (SECURE IT)
Act of 2012 ’ introduced by Senators McCain,
Hutchison, Grassley, Chambliss, Murkowski,
and Coats. This important legislation breaks
down current barriers to information sharing
to ensure greater security without inter-
fering in the ability of private-sector busi-
nesses to protect their own IT systems.

AFPM is a trade association representing
high-tech American manufacturers of vir-
tually the entire U.S. supply of gasoline, die-
sel, jet fuel, other fuels and home heating
oil, as well as the petrochemicals used as
building blocks for thousands of products
vital to everyday life. Protection of our
members’ Information Technology (IT) and
Industrial Control Systems (ICS) are critical
to the fuel and petrochemical manufacturing
process.

The SECURE IT Act opens avenues to fos-
ter greater information sharing between the
private sector, non-federal government agen-
cies, and Federal cybersecurity centers, al-
lowing private companies to voluntarily
share information without concern of anti-
trust and liability violations. Instead of cre-
ating a massive regulatory regime under the
Department of Homeland Security, this leg-
islation recognizes the proactive role the re-
fining and petrochemical industries have
taken to protect our facilities. The sharing
of information among companies, as well as
with the federal government, will improve
our preparedness for an attack and better
educate our companies’ employees on the
various threats facing all critical infrastruc-
tures.

AFPM’s members remain concerned over
alternative approaches to cybersecurity that
would create an environment focused simply
of compliance with bureaucratic government
regulation, rather than on actual security.
Because cyber threats and crimes are always
changing, establishing a one size fits all reg-
ulatory framework for our facilities could
create more vulnerabilities and has the po-
tential to make existing cybersecurity pro-
tections significantly less effective.

Cybersecurity is critical to protecting re-
fineries and petrochemical facilities. Break-
ing down the barriers to information sharing
will ensure our security and provide our fa-
cilities with timely information to better
protect our systems against attack. AFPM
believes that the SECURE IT Act will make
America and its IT and ICS systems more se-
cure and urges your support for this legisla-
tion.

Sincerely,
CHARLES T. DREVNA,
President, AFPM.
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API,

Washington, DC, March 7, 2012.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Senate Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Senate Republican Leader,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL: We
are writing to express our support for S. 2151
“SECURE IT Act of 2012, which was re-
cently introduced by Senators McCain,
Hutchison, Chambliss, Grassley, Murkowski,
Coats, Burr and Ron Johnson. The American
Petroleum Institute is the national trade or-
ganization representing nearly 500 companies
involved in all aspects of the domestic oil
and natural gas industry.

We appreciate the balanced and carefully
crafted approach taken in S 2151, using and
improving upon sector-based cybersecurity
processes and partnerships already in
progress, and working toward increased col-
laboration between government and industry
rather than imposing additional and unwork-
able regulations. For example, the sharing of
timely and actionable information on cyber
threats, vulnerabilities and mitigation pro-
cedures will help companies improve their
detection, prevention, mitigation and re-
sponse capabilities. Continuing to improve
valuable information sharing, both between
a company and the government and among
companies within industry sectors, is an ef-
fective tool in advancing our nation’s cyber-

security.
We remain concerned that alternative leg-
islative approaches under consideration

could have unintended consequences on busi-
ness and industry, including the diversion of
resources away from activities that will re-
duce or mitigate risks associated with daily
cyber threats in order to comply with man-
dates that would soon be outdated.

Cyber threats change rapidly. API believes
the proposed path to improved information
sharing will encourage the public and private
sectors to work together to reduce risk and
promote investment in new technologies to
keep industry cyber systems secure. Legisla-
tion must enhance, rather than impede, in-
novative processes and encourage advance-
ments in new cyber risk assessment and
mitigation measures.

API recognizes the leadership of the ‘““SE-
CURE IT Act” sponsors in addressing our na-
tion’s cyber security challenges. We appre-
ciate the continued commitment to offer
valuable solutions on this complex issue and
look forward to working together in the days
and weeks ahead.

Sincerely,
MARTY DURBIN,
Executive Vice President.
NATIONAL RETAIL FEDERATION,
Washington, DC, June 27, 2012.
Hon. JOHN S. MCCAIN,
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: The National Re-
tail Federation strongly supports your ef-
forts to craft effective cybersecurity legisla-
tion to protect our nation’s critical infra-
structure from cyber-attacks and we appre-
ciate and applaud your introduction today,
June 27, of S. 3342, the Strengthening and
Enhancing Cybersecurity by Using Research,
Education, Information, and Technology Act
of 2012 (the ‘““SECURE IT Act”). In your ef-
forts to develop a bipartisan bill for Senate
floor consideration, we urge you and your co-
sponsors to ensure that all provisions of the
bill support the overall purpose of protecting
our critical infrastructure and are not ex-
panded to include unrelated or unvetted
amendments, such as data breach and com-
mercial privacy legislation.
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As the world’s largest retail trade associa-
tion and the voice of retail worldwide, NRF
represents retailers of all types and sizes, in-
cluding chain restaurants and industry part-
ners, from the United States and more than
45 countries abroad. Retailers operate more
than 3.6 million U.S. establishments that
support one in four U.S. jobs—42 million
working Americans. Contributing $2.5 tril-
lion to annual GDP, retail is a daily barom-
eter for the nation’s economy. NRF’s Retail
Means Jobs campaign emphasizes the eco-
nomic importance of retail and encourages
policymakers to support a Jobs, Innovation
and Consumer Value Agenda aimed at boost-
ing economic growth and job creation.

The SECURE IT Act advances the impor-
tant goal of facilitating cooperative informa-
tion sharing about cyber threats between the
government and private sector, a key compo-
nent of cybersecurity legislation we support.
The goals underlying cybersecurity legisla-
tion and provisions in data breach notifica-
tion legislation are fundamentally con-
tradictory. The cybersecurity proposals en-
courage information sharing by limiting
companies’ liability for that sharing. On the
other hand, some proposed breach notifica-
tion bills either penalize companies for shar-
ing news of a breach, by imposing onerous
credit monitoring obligations, or impose
lesser civil penalties for failing to disclose a
breach in the first instance. Juxtaposing
these contrasting proposals would place busi-
nesses in a precarious position when their
systems are attacked by cyber criminals.
Thoughtful examination and comparison of
the SECURE IT Act with proposed data
breach legislation reveal that they are not
properly aligned.

A similar case exists with respect to com-
mercial privacy legislation called for by the
Obama Administration in its Privacy and In-
novation Blueprint and by the Federal Trade
Commission in its final privacy report. Com-
prehensive consumer privacy legislation,
which has not been vetted by any commit-
tees of jurisdiction in the Senate, attached
to the SECURE IT Act, flies in the face of
the deliberative process that this sensitive
topic deserves.

Congress must strike the careful balance
between consumers’ privacy interests and
the provision of goods and services over the
Internet that the average American con-
sumer expects in this e-commerce economy.
That type of careful deliberation, we fear,
may not take place on the Senate floor at
this time. Furthermore, these commercial
privacy provisions are unrelated to the core
purposes of cybersecurity legislation, and
Congress has ample time to fully consider
the positions and concerns of all stake-
holders in a separate and unrushed legisla-
tive process.

NRF is supportive of your efforts to create
a cybersecurity bill that is based on fully
vetted concepts that will aid in protecting
our nation’s most critical infrastructure but
that is not encumbered with conflicting
amendments addressing data breach notifi-
cation or insufficiently examined new pri-
vacy regimes. NRF looks forward to working
with you on this legislation moving forward.

Sincerely,
DAVID FRENCH,

Senior Vice President, Government Relations.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, our
bill also allows for a true collaborative
effort.

The reason we are not supporting the
bill that is on the floor today is be-
cause we believe it does not do the pri-
orities that we can pass, and it does in-
crease the mandates and the regu-
latory overkill, in our opinion, that
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will keep our companies from being
able to move forward on an expedited
basis to start protecting our systems.

A priority of mine throughout this
process has been that we help the pri-
vate sector combat cyber attacks by
breaking down the barriers to sharing
information. If we could take that one
step, we would be a long way toward
ensuring that we are increasing the se-
curity of all Americans. The bill before
us will actually undermine current in-
formation sharing between the govern-
ment and the private sector. That bill’s
information-sharing title is a step
backward because it slows the transfer
of critical information to our intel-
ligence agencies, and there is not suffi-
cient protection from antitrust. In ad-
dition, there is no consensus in the
Senate to grant the Department of
Homeland Security broad new author-
ity to impose burdensome regulations
on the private sector.

While I am pleased our colleagues
who are cosponsoring the bill that is
before us have made an effort to move
away from direct regulation of our Na-
tion’s systems, it has a long way to go.
While their bill allows the private sec-
tor to propose standards that are de-
scribed as voluntary, the bill actually
empowers Federal agencies to make
these voluntary standards mandatory.
If an agency does not make the stand-
ards mandatory, it would have to re-
port to Congress why it had failed to do
so. That is a pretty big incentive for
mandates to start being put on with
regulations that will be required.

I believe there is a way forward. If
the Senate takes the well-reasoned and
broadly supported provisions of the SE-
CURE IT bill and puts them with a vol-
untary and industry-driven critical in-
frastructure protection title, we could
pass a Senate bill with overwhelming
support.

The key to reaching consensus has
five parts:

The cybersecurity standards must be
developed by the private sector and
must be truly voluntary. The relation-
ship between government and the pri-
vate sector in this area must be cooper-
ative, not adversarial and not regu-
latory.

The National Institute for Standards
and Technology should be the con-
vening authority for the private sector
standard-setting process. The govern-
ment can have a role in ensuring the
standards are sufficient, and it should,
but it can’t establish a regulatory re-
gime that will lengthen and hamper
the efforts to open information shar-
ing.

Companies—and here is the incentive
for the companies to do exactly what
we are asking them to do—companies
that adopt the voluntary standards
must receive robust and straight-
forward protections from liability as
well as necessary antitrust and Free-
dom of Information Act exemptions. If
a company is going to turn over its
proprietary information to the govern-
ment, it must be protected from free-
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dom of information requests from the
government that then would take its
private proprietary information public.

As in the SECURE IT Act, the infor-
mation-sharing title must be strong
and encourage the private sector to
share information, and it must encour-
age the government to share with the
private sector. It cannot cut out those
with the most expertise in the area,
meaning the national security agencies
should not have to be subservient to
the Department of Homeland Security.

In addition, a 5-year sunset would
allow Congress to revisit the act and
make needed changes. FISA has cer-
tainly shown that with a sunset, it al-
lows the flexibility to adapt to new
issues that arise and stay current in its
processes to deal with cybersecurity.
We believe a b-year sunset would be the
right amount of time to get this going,
set things in place, see what works,
and see what needs to be adjusted.

I am hopeful my colleagues and I can
come to a compromise on this critical
issue. We want a strong cybersecurity
bill. We want one that can pass both
Houses. The five points I have laid out
could get us to a bill that will signifi-
cantly take the steps to improve our
Nation’s cybersecurity.

I wish to read a couple of excerpts
from the Heritage Foundation’s views
of the bill that is before us today:

Cybersecurity legislation will likely be
taken up by the Senate tomorrow.

This was written yesterday.

Regrettably, the idea that we just need to
do something about cybersecurity seems to
be trumping the view that we need to do it
right.

The Cybersecurity Act of 2012, authored by
Senators Lieberman and Collins, seeks to
solve our cybersecurity ills but only threat-
ens to make the situation worse.

The ‘‘voluntary” nature of the CSA’s
standards is also questionable. Any vol-
untary standard is one step away from man-
datory, and Senator Lieberman has already
indicated that if the standards aren’t volun-
tarily used, he would push to make them
mandatory.

Even more concerning, section 103(g) of the
CSA gives current regulators the power to
make these ‘‘voluntary’ standards manda-
tory.

It specifically authorizes that action.

If a regulator doesn’t mandate the stand-
ards, the regulatory agency will have to re-
port to Congress why it didn’t do so.

Again, there is strong encouragement
to just make the standards mandatory
and avoid a congressional inquisition.

Finally, the Heritage Foundation
goes on to say:

Finally, the sharing and analysis of cyber-
security threat information was weakened
by confining cybersecurity information ex-
changes to civilian organizations. Though in
an ideal world the Department of Homeland
Security would have the capability to lead
our cybersecurity efforts, it currently lacks
those capabilities and needs to lean on more
capable organizations such as the National
Security Agency. The recent changes, how-
ever, give DHS more responsibility than it is
likely able to handle.

So we will certainly move forward
with the understanding that we will
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have the ability to offer amendments
and try to make this a workable bill. It
is certain that because the committee
was not able to mark up the bill, we
have to have the amendments to try to
perfect it.

I would very much like to take the
first step forward in cybersecurity,
which is why, assuming we have the
right to amend, I will support going to
the legislation so that we can start the
amendment process next week. I think
the people who are cosponsors of my
legislation, along with Senator
McCAIN, Senator CHAMBLISS, Senator
GRASSLEY, Senator BURR, Senator
MURKOWSKI, Senator COATS, and Sen-
ator JOHNSON, want to make sure we do
this right. As the Heritage Foundation
has so aptly said, we don’t want a big,
new regulatory scheme that is not
going to be successful in our efforts to
improve the cybersecurity safeguards
in our system.

We are the ranking members of all
but one of the relevant committees. We
know this area. We deal with the agen-
cies that deal with cybersecurity and
all of the national security in our
country. We know what can work, we
know what we have a chance to pass,
and we know how to take the first step
forward without another big regulatory
overreach, as we have seen happen in
the last 3% years in this administra-
tion. We hope to work with the major-
ity, with the Lieberman-Collins bill,
and come up with something that ev-
eryone will feel is the right step for-
ward. We would like to have a bill that
will get a large number of votes rather
than a very lopsided vote against it.

I appreciate very much that we are
now beginning to discuss this. I am ap-
preciative that we have had several
meetings with all of the sides that have
been put forward as having concerns
with the bill that is on the floor as well
as its sponsors. I hope we can keep
working toward a solution that will
protect America and do it in the right
way.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Chair. I ask
unanimous consent to take 5 minutes
in morning business and then speak on
the pending legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

TRIBUTE TO AMBASSADOR RYAN CROCKER

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would
note that I saw my friend Senator LIE-
BERMAN on the floor a second ago, and
I know he joins with me in this state-
ment.

I wish to take a few minutes to pay
tribute to Ambassador Ryan Crocker,
who ended his tour this week as the
U.S. Chief of Mission in Kabul, Afghan-
istan.

As some of my colleagues may know,
Ambassador Crocker’s health has un-
fortunately been poor, so he is return-
ing to receive some much needed care.
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But what my colleagues may not know
is that Ambassador Crocker’s health
has been poor for some time and the
people who care about him most—his
family, his friends and colleagues in
the Foreign Service, and our Secretary
of State herself—told Ambassador
Crocker long ago that he needed to
leave his post and that he needed to get
away from the long days and long
nights of too much stress and not
enough sleep. They told him to come
home for his own sake.

Eventually, Ambassador Crocker re-
lented, but still he was only going to
leave on his own terms. He said that
America asks the best of our country—
our men and women in uniform and
their many civilian partners who work
and sacrifice shoulder to shoulder with
our troops in the field—to serve in Af-
ghanistan for 1 year. Ambassador
Crocker said he would expect no less of
himself, and do no less, whatever the
cost. So for the past few months, Am-
bassador Crocker has fought through
persistent pain and discomfort to finish
out his 1-year in Kabul, doing every-
thing that is asked of him—and more.
On Tuesday, that year came to an end,
and Ambassador Crocker came home to
receive the care he desperately needs.

This is a remarkable story, but it is
only surprising to those who do not
know Ryan Crocker. For those of us
who have had the pleasure and the
honor of coming to know Ryan well,
this latest story is not at all sur-
prising. It is actually quite in keeping
with the character and the actions of
this superb, decent, and selfless man—
a man whom I would call, without
question or hesitation, the most excel-
lent Foreign Service officer and one of
the finest public servants I have ever
known.

For the past 41 years, ever since he
was a junior diplomat serving in
prerevolution Iran, Ryan Crocker has
consistently answered the call to serve
in the most challenging, the most dif-
ficult, but also the most important
posts in the world. They were the
places, as it turned out, where America
needed Ryan Crocker the most, and he
has always served with distinction.

He was a young officer in Lebanon
when our Embassy was bombed, and
Ryan Crocker helped to pull his col-
leagues from the rubble and then got
back to work. He was one of the first
civilians into Afghanistan and Iraq
after the recent wars, helping to rees-
tablish our diplomatic presence in both
countries after decades. He returned to
Iraq during the surge and, as General
Petraeus tells everyone, was absolutely
indispensable in turning around our
war effort, even as his life was con-
stantly in danger from the rockets that
smashed into his office in Baghdad and,
perhaps more threatening, his own re-
lentless work ethic, which literally al-
most killed him.

Many Presidents, Republicans and
Democrats alike, have had the wisdom
to appoint Ryan Crocker as their Am-
bassador to six different countries—
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Lebanon, Kuwait, Syria, Pakistan,
Iraq, and finally Afghanistan.

Ambassador Crocker has been just as
indispensable in Kabul as he has every-
where else in his career, from enhanc-
ing our relationship with President
Karzai and the people of Afghanistan,
to negotiating and concluding the
Strategic Partnership Agreement with
Afghanistan, to being the dedicated
partner every hour of every day of GEN
John Allen and all of our men and
women serving in harm’s way.

In my many years and my many
travels, I have had the pleasure and
honor of meeting and getting to know
many of our career diplomats, and I am
continually impressed by their high
quality and tough-mindedness, their
patriotism and love of their country,
their constant willingness to serve and
the many quiet sacrifices they make.
But of all of these remarkable men and
women, never have I met a Foreign
Service officer more outstanding or
more committed to our country than
Ryan Crocker.

The one comfort I take in Ryan’s de-
parture from Afghanistan is that he re-
mains an abiding inspiration to his fel-
low diplomats, who revere him and
hold him in the highest regard and
wish to model themselves and their ca-
reers after his life and service. America
will be a better and safer place because
of this, thanks to Ryan Crocker.

Mr. President, I rise today to oppose
the Cybersecurity Act of 2012 because
it would do very little to improve our
country’s national security. In fact, in
its present form, I believe the bill be-
fore us would do more harm to our
country’s economy and expand the size
and influence of the Federal Govern-
ment—specifically, the Department of
Homeland Security—than anything
else.

But before I begin my critique of the
Cybersecurity Act, I would like to reaf-
firm my sincere respect for the lead
sponsor of this bill—both sponsors, ac-
tually, both Senators LIEBERMAN and
CoLLINS. Although I disagree, whatever
criticisms I may have with the legisla-
tion should not be interpreted as an at-
tack on the sponsors of the bill but,
rather, on the process by which the bill
being debated today arrived before us
and its public policy implications.

Consider this for a moment: If we
pass this bill in its present form, which
I hope we will not, we will have handed
over one of the most technologically
complex aspects of our national secu-
rity to an agency with an abysmal
track record, the Department of Home-
land Security. The problems at DHS
are too numerous to list here today,
but I think I speak for many when I
question the logic of putting this agen-
cy in charge of sensitive national secu-
rity matters. They cannot even screen
airline passengers without constant
controversy. And do not forget that
this is the same outfit in charge of the
Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism
Standards Program, or CFATS, which
was described in a recent report as ‘“‘at
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measurable risk,’” beset by deep-seated
problems such as wasteful spending and
a largely unqualified workforce that
lacks ‘“‘professionalism.” I for one am
not willing to take such a broad leap of
faith and entrust this complex area of
our national security and so many vi-
brant parts of our economy to this in-
effective, bloated government agency.

The poor quality of the bill before us
is a direct reflection of the lack of a
thorough and transparent committee
process. Had this bill been subjected to
the proper process, my colleagues and I
and the American public would have a
much better understanding of the real
implications of this undertaking. Un-
fortunately, this bill has not been the
subject of one hearing, a single mark-
up, or a whiff of regular legislative pro-
cedure.

Our Nation’s cybersecurity is crit-
ical, and the issue is deserving of the
regular order and the full attention
and input of every Member of this
body. I urge the majority leader to
allow a full, fair, and open amendment
process if cloture is invoked on the mo-
tion to proceed.

All of us should recognize the impor-
tance of cybersecurity. Time and again
we have heard from experts about the
importance of maximizing our Nation’s
ability to effectively prevent and re-
spond to cyber threats. We have all lis-
tened to accounts of cyber espionage
originating from countries such as
China, organized criminals in Russia,
and the depth of the threat from Iran
in the aftermath of the Stuxnet leaks
originating from the current adminis-
tration. Unfortunately, this bill would
do little to minimize those threats or
generally improve our current cyberse-
curity posture.

The reason for this bill’s general in-
adequacy is that rather than using a li-
ability protection framework to enter
into cooperative relationships with the
private sector, which happens to own 80
to 90 percent of the critical cyber infra-
structure in this country, this bill
chooses to take an adversarial ap-
proach, with government mandates and
inadequate liability protections.

Further, this bill includes unneces-
sary items that our government cannot
afford and makes no mention of what
the additional programs will cost. For
instance, I am sure some of us have
fond childhood memories of going to or
taking part in a talent show, but to in-
clude talent show provisions in this bill
is ridiculous. Title IV of this bill au-
thorizes 9th to 12th grade cyber talent
shows and cyber summer programs for
kindergartners to seniors in high
school—again, ridiculous, especially
considering that the majority leader
deemed this bill more important than
the National Defense Authorization
Act.

While I have criticisms with every
title of this bill, I will limit my com-
ments today to title I, which regulates
critical infrastructure, and title VII,
which concerns information sharing
among the government and the private
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sector. In my view, these titles, along
with weighing how much this bill,
which lacks a CBO score—we do not
even know how much it is going to
cost—will ultimately cost and how it
will dramatically increase the size of
the Federal Government, are the most
important aspects we can discuss.

With respect to the first title, title I,
the proponents of the Cybersecurity
Act would have you believe this bill au-
thorizes the private sector to generate
their own standards, that those stand-
ards are voluntary, and that the bill es-
tablishes a ‘‘public-private partner-
ship.” Unfortunately, I disagree with
each of those characterizations. As the
bill is currently written, the govern-
ment and not the private sector would
have the final say on what standards
look like and the private sector would
be forced to comply. While my col-
leagues might suggest that section 103
states that the private sector proposes
‘“voluntary’’ cybersecurity practices to
the government, I call your attention
to the following provision in section
103, which states the government would
then decide whether and how to
“amend” or ‘“‘add” to those cybersecu-
rity practices. Additionally, there is no
recourse for the private sector to chal-
lenge the government’s actions.

Soon after the government’s take-
over of the development of cybersecu-
rity standards, any notion of the stand-
ards being ‘‘voluntary’ evaporates.
Section 103 clearly states: ‘“A Federal
agency with responsibilities for regu-
lating the security of critical infra-
structure may adopt the cybersecurity
practices as mandatory requirements.”
That is the language of the bill. What
is being portrayed as ‘‘voluntary’ pro-
posals would soon become mandatory
requirements.

Unfortunately, the conversion from
voluntary to mandatory does not stop
there. Shockingly, under this bill, if an
agency does not adopt mandatory cy-
bersecurity practices, it must explain
why it chose not to do so. That is right.
Under this bill, if a regulatory agency
chooses not to mandate the ‘‘vol-
untary’ practices, it must explain
itself—as if it must be doing something
contrary to the final objective. If this
provision does not reveal the true regu-
latory intent of the proponents of this
bill, nothing does.

Section 105 brings home this point by
stating: ‘“Nothing in this title shall be
construed to limit the ability of a Fed-
eral agency with responsibilities for
regulating the security of critical in-
frastructure from requiring that the
cybersecurity practices developed
under section 103 be met.” I would very
much commend my colleagues to read
that provision of the bill. All you have
to do is read it. The regulatory result
of these standards could not be clearer.

Moving on to title VII, which deals
with the flow of information between
the government and the private sector,
the current bill is a step in the wrong
direction. Specifically, the bill would
make us less safe by failing to place
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the agencies with the most expertise
and that are the most capable of pro-
tecting us on the same footing as other
entities within the Federal Govern-
ment. It strikes me as counterintuitive
to prevent the institutions most capa-
ble of protecting the United States
from a cyber attack and leave us reli-
ant on agencies with far less capabili-
ties.

Because this bill fails to equitably
incentivize the voluntary sharing of in-
formation with all of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s cyber defense assets, it does
a great disservice to our national secu-
rity. In cyber war, where speed and re-
action times are essential to success,
real-time responses are essential. The
bill language states that information
should be shared in ‘‘as close to real
time as possible.”” That may sound
nice, but it will not get the job done.

We all agree that the threat we face
in the cyber domain is among the most
significant challenges of the 21st cen-
tury. It is reckless and irresponsible to
rebuild the very stovepipes and infor-
mation-sharing barriers that the 9/11
Commission attributed as responsible
for one of our greatest intelligence fail-
ures.

Because of my opposition to this bill
and the lack of a regular legislative
process, I have joined with Senators
CHAMBLISS, HUTCHISON, GRASSLEY,
MURKOWSKI, BURR, JOHNSON of Wis-
consin, and COATS in offering an alter-
native cybersecurity bill. The funda-
mental difference in our alternative
approach is that we aim to enter into a
truly cooperative relationship with the
entire private sector through vol-
untary information sharing rather
than an adversarial one with the threat
of mandates. Our bill, which also ad-
dresses reforming how the government
protects its own assets, sets penalties
for cyber crimes, refocuses government
research toward cybersecurity, and
provides a commonsense path forward
to improve our Nation’s cybersecurity
defenses with no new spending. We be-
lieve that by improving information
sharing among the private sector and
the government, updating our Criminal
Code to reflect the threat cyber crimi-
nals pose, reforming the Federal Infor-
mation Security Management Act, and
focusing Federal investments in cyber-
security, our Nation will be better able
to defend itself against cyber attacks.

Even though we do not offer talent
shows or summer camps in our bill, it
has the support of the industries that
themselves are under attack. Before I
close, I would like to leave with you a
final point which gets to the heart of
why we are having this debate. In our
country, unlike other countries around
the globe, the private sector owns 80 to
90 percent of the critical cyber infra-
structure.

This is a fact in which we should all
take great pride. After all, it speaks to
the essence of American
entrepreneuralism and our spirit of in-
dividualism. The companies that own
these systems are large and small, they
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employ men and women everywhere,
and their influence reaches every
State, every congressional district, and
about every corner of our country.
While we all agree we are involved in a
serious national security discussion,
we must not forget to weigh the eco-
nomic realities of this debate too.

I caution all my colleagues to tread
very carefully because I am deeply con-
cerned we are on the cusp of granting
the Federal Government broad authori-
ties and influence over one of the most
vibrant and innovative sectors of our
economy. The technology sector and
the use of the Internet by American
companies to innovate and improve the
customer experience are deeply threat-
ened by the heavy and too often clum-
sy hand of government.

As we confront the security chal-
lenges of an innovative economy, we
must be careful not to undermine the
economy itself. It is well known that
we continue to have discussions
amongst various parties: Senator KYL,
Senator WHITEHOUSE, Senator LIEBER-
MAN, Senator COLLINS. Sometimes the
crowd is large, sometimes it is not so
large. I think we have made some
progress. I think there is a better un-
derstanding of both of the different
proposals that are before us. I do be-
lieve it is important, I do believe it is
very important that businesses large
and small in the United States of
America, whether they be the utility
companies or whether they be the most
high-tech sectors, be represented in
these discussions. We have tried to do
that.

I believe we can make progress. I be-
lieve we can reach an agreement. I also
know we have had several meetings
and have not had extremely measur-
able progress. But I am committed to
doing everything I can to see we reach
that agreement before we conclude the
consideration of this legislation.

I would also like to point out to my
colleagues that I have had numerous
conversations with my friends on the
other side of the Capitol. They find this
legislation in its present form unac-
ceptable. I would hope we would also
consider the fact that we need to get a
final bill, not just one passed by the
Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
HAGAN). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, con-
sider these ominous words:

To the loved ones of the victims who are
here in this room ... to those who are
watching on television, your government
failed you. Those who you entrusted with
protecting you failed you. And I failed you.
We tried hard, but that doesn’t matter, be-
cause we failed.

Those are not my words. They con-
tain a sentiment I hope none of us ever
has to convey to the American people.
Those are the words of Richard Clarke,
the senior White House official who
was in charge of counterterrorism ef-
forts in the previous administration
when the September 11 terrorist at-
tacks occurred.

(Mrs.
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Mr. Clarke’s testimony before the
9/11 Commission was apologetic, re-
morseful and tragic because he knew,
he knew like no one else, our govern-
ment had failed, failed to act on re-
peated warnings. This failure led to 9/11
and the largest loss of life on American
soil at the hands of a foreign enemy
since December 7, 1941, at Pearl Har-
bor.

Today, the national alarm security
bells are ringing once again. This time,
however, the enemy is not in a ter-
rorist training camp learning how to
make an explosive device or com-
mandeer an aircraft. The enemy is not
trying to sneak its way into the United
States. The enemy we face does not
need to hijack an airplane in order to
wreck the American economy and to
cause widespread loss of life. The only
tool this enemy needs is a computer
and access to the Internet.

The threat our Nation faces from a
cyber attack will soon equal or surpass
the threat from any terrorism that has
consumed our attention so much since
September 11. That is not my assess-
ment. That is the assessment of the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, Robert Mueller. In fact, he is
not alone. There is an overwhelming
bipartisan consensus among officials in
the intelligence, defense, and national
security community that America is
incredibly vulnerable to a cyber attack
that can be launched at any moment
from anywhere in the world.

Michael Hayden, the former Director
of the National Security Agency, Mi-
chael Chertoff, the former Secretary of
Homeland Security who served under
President George W. Bush, agreed.
They and many other officials have
joined the current Secretary of Home-
land Security, Janet Napolitano, the
current Director of the National Secu-
rity Agency, GEN Keith Alexander, and
others in warnings as follows: The
cyber threat is imminent to America.
It poses as serious a challenge to our
national security as the introduction
of nuclear weapons in the global debate
60 years ago.

The experts are sounding the alarm,
telling us to take action now to pre-
vent a catastrophic cyber attack that
could cripple our Nation’s economy,
cause widespread loss of life, sadly send
our economy into free fall. When the
Cybersecurity Act of 2012 comes up for
a vote, the Senate will have an oppor-
tunity to take action on this critical
bill that will enhance our national se-
curity. In light of these warnings from
the experts, the least we can do in the
Senate is to vote to open the debate on
this critically important bill.

I wish to thank its sponsors: Senator
LIEBERMAN, the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator COLLINS, the rank-
ing member, Senator FEINSTEIN of the
Intelligence Committee, Senator
ROCKEFELLER on the Commerce Com-
mittee. They have put a lot of time and
effort into this important piece of leg-
islation. They have worked together on
a bipartisan basis. They have listened
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to a wide range of comments, including
a few I have offered, and I am pleased
the revised Cybersecurity Act of 2012
incorporates many suggestions.

It will help make America safe by en-
hancing our Nation’s ability to pre-
vent, mitigate, and rapidly respond to
cyber attacks. The bill contains impor-
tant provisions for securing our Na-
tion’s critical infrastructure. Every
day, without thinking about it, we rely
on powerplants, pipelines, electric
power grids, water treatment facilities,
transportation systems, and financial
networks to work, to live, to travel, to
do so many things we take for granted.

All those critical systems are in-
creasingly vulnerable to cyber attack
from our enemies. Last year, there was
a 400-percent increase in cyber attacks
reported by the owners of critical in-
frastructure, according to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. That in-
crease does not even account for the
many attacks that went unreported.

We do not think twice about it, but
this infrastructure is the backbone of
America’s economy and our way of life.
This bill has provisions that will help
minimize our vulnerability and shore
up our defenses. The bill also includes
a new framework for voluntary infor-
mation sharing so government agencies
and private companies can improve
their mutual understanding of cyber
threats and vulnerabilities and develop
good practices to keep us safe.

I thought it was worth doing a few
months ago to call together a dozen
major corporations in Chicago and
across Illinois that I thought, with the
advice of some people who were ex-
perts, might be vulnerable to cyber at-
tack. I asked those experts in a closed
setting, outside the press, what Con-
gress could do to help them secure
their infrastructure at their business
and networks from cyber attacks.

The answer from each and every one
of them was the same: We need to be
able to share information on cyber
threats with the government and other
private entities. We need to receive in-
formation from them in order to know
what they have done to effectively pre-
vent and mitigate attacks.

Estimates are that 85 percent of
America’s critical infrastructure is
owned by the private sector. Since we
depend so much on the private sector
for our critical infrastructure, the lines
of communication between government
and the private sector must be open. If
we share best practices, the result
could be to make us a secure nation.

Let me say as well, I have the high-
est regard for my friend and colleague
Senator JOHN MCCAIN of Arizona. Sen-
ator MCCAIN’s life story is a story of
patriotism and commitment to Amer-
ica. He understands the military far
better than I ever will, having served
and spent so many years working on
the House Armed Services Committee.
But I take exception to one of his
statements earlier, at least what I con-
sider to be the message of that state-
ment, about how we have to be ex-
tremely careful in how we engage the
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private sector in keeping America safe
from cyber attack.

I believe we should be open, trans-
parent, and we should be respectful of
the important resources and capacity
of the private sector. But I think back
70 years now to what happened in Lon-
don, when there was a blitzkrieg, and
the decision was made by the British
Government to appeal to every busi-
ness, every home, every family, every
individual to turn out the lights, be-
cause if the lights were on, those bomb-
ers from Germany knew where the tar-
gets could be found. It was a national
effort to protect a nation. Should it
have been a voluntary effort? Should
we have had a big town meeting and
said: Some of you can leave your lights
on if you like, if you think it might be
an inconvenience.

There comes a moment when it
comes to national defense when we
need to appeal to a higher level in pro-
tecting America. My experience has
been that the private sector is right
there. They are as anxious to protect
this country as anyone. They are as
anxious to protect individuals, fami-
lies, even their own businesses. So this
notion that somehow we are adver-
sarial in protecting America with the
private sector I do not think is the
case.

In fact, Senator COLLINS is here rep-
resenting the other side of the aisle. I
know it is not the case. She and I have
worked together. I have been very re-
spectful of the efforts she and Senator
LIEBERMAN put into rewriting the rules
for our intelligence community. They
did it in a thoughtful and balanced
way. This bill does too.

Are there amendments we might
take? Of course. This is not perfect. No
product of legislation is. But I have to
say I believe the private sector will be
our ally, our friend, our partner in
making America safe. This should not
be a fight to the finish as to whether it
is government or the private sector
which will prevail. Ultimately, Amer-
ica has to prevail.

Let me say a word about one part of
this bill that I played a small role in
addressing. Even through the threat in
cyberspace is new and emerging, it
calls to the forefront a familiar atten-
tion which we witnessed in Wash-
ington; on the one hand a mutually
shared goal of protecting our country,
on the other hand an important obliga-
tion to safeguard constitutionally pro-
tected rights to privacy and civil lib-
erties.

It is this tension that led us to a con-
versation about some provisions and
trying to find the right balance. The
Cybersecurity Act of 2012 is not per-
fect, but it effectively strikes that bal-
ance between national security and in-
dividual liberty. The bill will enhance
our national security and still do it in
a way that is far superior to some of
the alternatives that will be offered on
the floor.

CISPA, the cybersecurity act that
was passed by the House of Representa-
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tives, and SECURE IT, the alternative
approach that has been introduced in
the Senate, do not meet this standard,
by my estimation. I wish to thank Sen-
ator COLLINS, Senator LIEBERMAN, and
all those engaged in this conversation
but special thanks to my colleague
Senator FRANKEN because he is chair of
the Privacy Subcommittee of our Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee.

We joined together with some col-
leagues: Senators COONS, BLUMENTHAL,
SANDERS, and AKAKA. We asked the
sponsors of the legislation to work
with us and they did. The revised bill
now requires that the government cy-
bersecurity exchange, to which private
companies can send threat indicators,
must be operated by civilian agencies.
I think that is smart.

The cybersecurity threat indicator
could be a sensitive, personal commu-
nication, such as an e-mail from a
spouse or private message on a social
media site. As a result of our efforts,
no longer can personal communica-
tions be indiscriminately sent directly
to the NSA or CIA. The people who
work at these agencies are fine, dedi-
cated public servants, but these agen-
cies are often shrouded in secrecy. I
learned that as a member of the Senate
Intelligence Committee.

To have the appropriate oversight,
we ask that the first line of review be
with a civilian agency subject to con-
gressional oversight. This does not
mean our intelligence and defense
agencies will never be able to apply
their experience and expertise to ana-
lyze and mitigate cyber threats. They
should not be the first recipients, but
the bill requires—and I think it is en-
tirely appropriate—relevant cyber
threat information can be shared by
these agencies in real time. Waste no
time doing it. Send it to the agencies if
there is any perceived threat to Amer-
ica’s security.

The revised bill no longer provides
immunity for companies that violate
the privacy rights of Americans in a
knowing, intentional, or grossly neg-
ligent way—not simple negligence but
things that go over that line dramati-
cally.

I can support providing immunity for
companies to share cybersecurity
threats with the government, as long
as they take adequate precautions and
follow commonsense rules established
in the bill.

The revised bill enables law enforce-
ment entities to receive information
about cyber crimes from cybersecurity
exchanges without first going to court
to obtain a warrant. To ensure these
exchanges are not used to circumvent
the Constitution and they do not cre-
ate a perpetual warrantless wiretap,
the bill requires law enforcement to
only use information from the ex-
changes to stop cyber crimes, prevent
imminent death or bodily harm to
adults or prevent exploitation of mi-
nors.

The revised bill now requires that the
rules for how the government will use
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and protect the private information it
receives must be in place before compa-
nies begin sending information to the
new cybersecurity exchanges. That
makes sense. To be sure that govern-
ment agencies follow the rules for
using and protecting private informa-
tion, the revised bill gives individuals
the authority to hold the government
accountable for privacy violations.

To ensure transparency and account-
ability, the revised bill requires recur-
ring, independent oversight by the in-
spector general and the Privacy and
Civil Liberties Oversight Board.

These are commonsense reforms.
Senator LIEBERMAN spoke to the Demo-
cratic Senate caucus luncheon the
other day and addressed these directly.
He said he took these changes to those
who were in charge of our cybersecu-
rity and said to them: Give me an hon-
est, candid assessment. If you think
this ties our hands in protecting Amer-
ica, tell me right now. They reviewed
them carefully, debated them, and
came back and said: No, these are
things we can live with and work with.
That is the kind of approval we are
looking for from those who have this
awesome responsibility.

So as a result, this bill will have my
support, because I think it keeps Amer-
ica safe from a threat which many
Americans don’t even know about but
could literally take or change our lives
in a heartbeat. It also has the support
of many progressive groups from the
left and center and right. It is an indi-
cation to me we have struck the right
balance.

I thank those who helped us reach
this point. As with any piece of sub-
stantial legislation, there is going to
be disagreement. Senator MCCAIN ex-
pressed some areas of concern. That is
what debate and amendments are all
about. Let’s move this bill forward this
afternoon. Let’s entertain relevant,
germane amendments. Let’s take this
as seriously as the threat is serious to
the United States. That, to me, is the
right way to go.

Again, I thank Senator COLLINS per-
sonally and all the others who made
this bill a reality in bringing it to the
floor for our consideration.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
want to rise very briefly—I know there
are a number of Members who are seek-
ing recognition—to thank my friend
and colleague from Illinois for his
statement today. He has worked very
hard on this bill. I know it is an issue
he cares deeply about, and I very much
appreciate his taking the time to come
to the floor and to urge Members to
vote for the motion to proceed to the
debate on this absolutely vital piece of
legislation.

I must say I was disappointed to hear
some of the comments made on the
Senate floor today in opposition to this
bill. The fact is both Republican and
Democratic officials have, with very
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few exceptions, endorsed the frame-
work of this bill and urged us to move
forward. In fact, they have warned us
repeatedly in saying the only question
is when a major cyber attack will
occur. Not whether it will occur, but
when it will occur. We have letter after
letter, statement after statement from
national and homeland security ex-
perts, representing both President
Bush’s administration and the current
administration, urging us to act.

Indeed, yesterday the Aspen Institute
Homeland Security Group put out a
statement, stating the following:

The Aspen Homeland Security Group
strongly urges the U.S. Senate to vote this
week to take up S. 3414, the cyber-security
bill, for debate on the Floor.

The statement goes on to say:

We urge the Senate to adopt a program of
voluntary cyber-security standards and
strong positive incentives for critical infra-
structure operators to implement those
standards. The country is already being hurt
by foreign cyber-intrusions, and the possi-
bility of a devastating cyber-attack is real.
Congress must act now.

This letter is signed by officials from
the previous administration, such as
Charles Allen, Stewart Baker, Michael
Leiter, and Michael Chertoff. There are
numerous representatives of past ad-
ministrations and individuals who are
renowned for their expertise. How can
we ignore their warning that we must
act, that it is urgent, and that we must
have voluntary standards for critical
infrastructure—infrastructure that, if
it were attacked, would result in mass
casualties, mass evacuations, a severe
blow to our economy, or a serious deg-
radation of our national security?

That is the definition of the core
critical infrastructure we want to
cover and to help make more secure
through a partnership with the private
sector. And it has to be a partnership
because 85 percent of critical infra-
structure is owned by the private sec-
tor. We have worked hard to alter our
bill to take suggestions from the pri-
vate sector, from our colleagues, from
the administration, and from experts
across the philosophical range to im-
prove our bill.

I heard a Member saying this morn-
ing that somehow we are going to be
hurting the high-tech sector of our so-
ciety. Well, that is not what Cisco and
Oracle think——certainly two of the
leading businesses in the high-tech sec-
tor. This morning they wrote to us, the
chief sponsors of the bill—Chairman
LIEBERMAN, Chairman ROCKEFELLER,
Chairman FEINSTEIN, myself, and Sen-
ator CARPER—and I want to read a brief
excerpt from their letter. They said:

. . . we appreciate your efforts to craft leg-
islation that addresses the important issue
of cybersecurity by supporting American in-
dustry in its efforts to continue to be the
world’s leading innovators.

The fact is, it is American businesses
that are being robbed of billions of dol-
lars every year due to cyber intrusions
from foreign governments, from
transnational criminals, and from
hackers. This is a threat not only to
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our national security but to our eco-
nomic prosperity.

That is why the letter from Cisco and
Oracle goes on to say:

We praise your continued recognition of
the importance of these objectives through
the provisions of S. 3414.

They say they support those provi-
sions. Continuing to read from the let-
ter:

We also commend your commitment to en-
suring that the IT industry maintains the
ability to drive innovation and security into
technologies and the network.

So the idea we heard this morning on
the Senate floor that somehow we are
going to bring innovation in America
to a standstill or hurt this important
sector of our economy is not supported
by a reading of our bill, and it is cer-
tainly contradicted by the letter we re-
ceived from Cisco and Oracle, leading
companies in the high-tech sector.

Finally, I would point out they thank
us for our outreach, our willingness to
engage in an exhaustive process around
this issue set, and to consider and to
respond to the views of America’s tech-
nology sector. That is what we have
done. That is what we are continuing
to do with our colleagues on both sides
of the aisle who bring varying views to
this issue. But what we cannot do is to
fail to act when the warnings are so
constant and alarming about the
threats to our Nation, to our economy,
and to our way of life.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
the statement from the Aspen Institute
Homeland Security Group as well as
the July 26 letter from Cisco and Ora-
cle.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the

RECORD, as follows:
JULY 24, 2012.

STATEMENT OF THE ASPEN HOMELAND
SECURITY GROUP

The Aspen Homeland Security Group
strongly urges the U.S. Senate to vote this
week to take up S. 3414, the cyber-security
bill, for debate on the floor. We urge the Sen-
ate to adopt a program of voluntary cyber-
security standards and strong positive incen-
tives for critical infrastructure operators to
implement those standards. The country is
already being hurt by foreign cyber-intru-
sions, and the possibility of a devastating
cyber-attack is real. Congress must act now.

Charles E. Allen; Stewart A. Baker;
Richard Ben-Veniste; Peter Bergen; Mi-
chael Chertoff; P.J. Crowley; Clark K.
Ervin; Jane Harman; Michael V. Hay-
den; Michael Leiter; James M. Loy;
Paul McHale; John McLaughlin; Phil-
lip Mudd; Eric T. Olson; Guy Swan, III;
Juan Zarate; Philip Zelikow.
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JULY 26, 2012.

Hon. JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN,

Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Hon. SUSAN M. COLLINS,

Ranking Member, Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, DC.

Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER,

Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation, U.S. Senate, Washington,
DC.

Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN,

Chairman, Select Committee on Intelligence,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. THOMAS R. CARPER,

U.S. Senator,

Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS LIEBERMAN, COLLINS,
ROCKEFELLER, FEINSTEIN AND CARPER: As two
of the industry-leading companies providing
information technology across the nation
and the world, we appreciate your efforts to
craft legislation that addresses the impor-
tant issue of cybersecurity by supporting
American industry in its efforts to continue
to be the world’s leading innovators. This
matter deserves the continuing attention of
industry, the Congress and the Administra-
tion, and we commend you for having con-
structively engaged stakeholders throughout
this process.

As you know, effective cybersecurity must
be driven by an IT industry that is free to
drive innovation and security and maintain
world leadership in the creation of secure
systems. Effective cybersecurity depends on
our having the ability to drive innovation
globally—it is our core value. We have long
advocated a cybersecurity approach based on
the importance of real information sharing
that can help protect important assets. We
thank you for your leadership in recognizing
that any cybersecurity legislation must in-
corporate iron-clad protections to ensure
American industry remains the world’s lead-
er in the creation and production of informa-
tion technology, and to make certain that
legislation maintains and protects industry’s
ability and opportunity to drive innovation
and security in technologies across global
networks.

We praise your continued recognition of
the importance of these objectives through
the provisions of S. 3414, the Cybersecurity
Act of 2012. The provisions regarding the des-
ignation of critical cyber infrastructure, the
specifics of cybersecurity practices, and the
treatment of the security of the supply chain
demonstrate your continued recognition of
these core principles, and we support them.
Wherever the important cyber debate takes
this legislation, these core principles should
be promoted and preserved. We believe these
provisions as written capture that principle
and believe it is in the interest of cybersecu-
rity and critical infrastructure that they re-
main explicit. We also commend your com-
mitment to ensuring that the IT industry
maintains the ability to drive innovation
and security into technologies and the net-
work. Further, we appreciate the recognition
that more needs to be done in advancing in-
novation through increased research and de-
velopment, and in raising awareness and edu-
cation, and importantly on increasing global
law enforcement.

By explicitly maintaining these principles
and provisions, your legislation proposes a
number of tools that will enhance the na-
tion’s cybersecurity, without interfering
with the innovation and development proc-
esses of the American IT industry. Ulti-
mately, the ability of the tech industry to
continue to innovate will provide the best
defense against cyber attacks and data
breaches.
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We also note the shift toward a voluntary
framework for critical cyber infrastructure
in the new bill, and commend and support
the great strides you have made toward that
goal. We look forward to continuing to work
with you on this issue.

We thank you for your outreach, willing-
ness to engage in an exhaustive process
around this issue set, and to consider and re-
spond to the views of America’s technology
sector. We look forward to working with you
and others in the Congress to continue the
public-private collaboration and to make
sure that what results continues to meet our
common goals.

Sincerely,
BLAIR CHRISTIE,
Senior Vice President and Chief
Mavrketing Officer, Government Affairs,
Cisco Systems, Inc.
KENNETH GLUECK,
Senior Vice President, Office of the CEO
Oracle Corporation.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I
rise today to talk about our Nation’s
defenses against cyber attacks, and I
wish to commend the Senator from
Maine for her leadership. She is the
ranking member, of course, on the
Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs. I wish also to
commend all three chairs, Senators
LIEBERMAN, FEINSTEIN, and ROCKE-
FELLER, for their work.

As I said, I rise today to talk about
our Nation’s defense against cyber at-
tacks and how our Nation needs to re-
spond to those threats which affect our
national security, our economic secu-
rity, and our privacy.

News reports and experts confirm our
Nation’s critical infrastructure, such
as our water systems, our power grid
and so forth, are vulnerable to attacks
from hackers and foreign governments.
Every few weeks we hear about yet an-
other breach—Yahoo and Gmail,
Citibank, Bank of America, Sony
PlayStation. Millions of people have
had their names, passwords, credit card
information or health information
compromised.

It isn’t just our national security or
economic well-being that is being
threatened by these attacks, it is the
Internet itself. If you want to use
Facebook or a cloud-based e-mail pro-
vider to communicate with your
friends and loved ones, you need to
know that your private communica-
tions won’t be exposed by hackers. If
you want to use the Internet to spread
new ideas or fight for democracy, you
need to know your work won’t be dis-
rupted by hackers or repressive re-
gimes.

Unfortunately, it is hard to write a
good cybersecurity bill, because when
you try to make it easier for the gov-
ernment or Internet companies to de-
tect and stop the work of hackers or
other bad actors, you often end up
making it easier—or very easy—for
those same entities to snoop in on the
lives of innocent Americans.

Until recently, every major cyberse-
curity bill on the table would have
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done too much to immunize and expand
the authority of the government and
industry and far too little to protect
our privacy and civil liberties. These
bills would make it too easy for compa-
nies to hand over your e-mails and
other private information to the gov-
ernment—even to the military. Setting
aside the fourth amendment, these
bills would allow almost all of that in-
formation to go to law enforcement.
And these bills do far too little to hold
these companies and the government
accountable for their mistakes.

A few months ago, I teamed up with
Senators DURBIN, WYDEN, SANDERS,
COONS, BLUMENTHAL, and AKAKA to try
to address this situation. We worked
with privacy and civil liberties groups
on the left, the right, and the center to
come up with a package of proposals.
We worked with the ACLU, the Elec-
tronic Frontier Foundation, and the
Center for Democracy and Technology,
which are traditionally associated with
progressives; we worked with the Con-
stitution Project, which is a bipartisan
centrist think tank; and we worked
with TechFreedom and the Competi-
tive Enterprise Institute, which are
conservative libertarian organizations.

Together, we approached Chairman
LIEBERMAN, Ranking Member COLLINS,
Chairman ROCKEFELLER, and Chairman
FEINSTEIN, and proposed a package of
amendments to the information-shar-
ing title of the Cybersecurity Act of
2012.

The information-sharing title is the
part of the bill that will make it easier
for companies to share critical infor-
mation about cyber attacks with each
other and with the government. These
Senators engaged with us earnestly
and in good faith. After a lot of hard
work and a lot of conversations, the
sponsors made a series of changes to
the bill that are major, unequivocal
victories for privacy and civil liberties.

The bill is still not perfect, from my
point of view, but I can say with con-
fidence that when it comes to pro-
tecting both our cybersecurity and our
civil liberties, the Cybersecurity Act of
2012 is the only game in town.

I want to take a moment to explain
the changes made to the information-
sharing title, and compare how the Cy-
bersecurity Act now stacks up with its
rival bills, the Cyber Intelligence Shar-
ing and Protection Act, or CISPA,
which recently passed the House, and
the SECURE IT Act, which has been in-
troduced here in the Senate.

First of all, I agree we need to make
it easier for companies to share time-
sensitive information with experts in
the government. But the cyber threat
information that companies are shar-
ing often comes from private, sensitive
communications, like our e-mails. And
so the gatekeeper of any information
shared under these proposals should
never be the military. It should never
be the NSA. The men and women of the
NSA are patriots and they are undoubt-
edly skilled and knowledgeable. But as
Senator DURBIN said, that institution
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is too shrouded in secrecy. And—he
didn’t say but as I will say—it has too
dark a history of spying on innocent
Americans to be trusted with this re-
sponsibility under any administration.

Under the new, revised Cybersecurity
Act of 2012, the one that will soon be
before us on the floor, companies can
use the authorities in the bill to give
cyber threat information only to civil-
ian agencies. That is a critical protec-
tion for civil liberties, and it is a pro-
tection that CISPA and the SECURE
IT Act do not have. I want to be very
clear. An America with CISPA and an
America with the SECURE IT Act is an
America where your e-mails can be
shared directly, immediately, and with
impunity, with the NSA.

Second, any cybersecurity bill should
focus on just that—cybersecurity. It
should not be a back door for
warrantless wiretaps or information
entirely unrelated to cyber attacks. In
other words, once a company gives the
government cyber threat information,
the government shouldn’t be able to
say, Hey, this e-mail doesn’t have a
virus, but it does say that Michael is
late on his taxes; I am going to send
that to the IRS.

Under the Cybersecurity Act of 2012,
once a cyber exchange gets informa-
tion, it can give that information to
law enforcement only to prosecute or
stop a cyber crime or to stop serious
imminent harm to adults or serious
harm to minors. CISPA actually has
similar protections, but SECURE IT al-
lows a far broader range of disclosures
to law enforcement. Here in the Sen-
ate, the Cybersecurity Act is the pro-
posal that does the most to respect the
spirit and letter of the fourth amend-
ment.

Third, a cybersecurity bill should
make it easier for a company to share
information with experts in the gov-
ernment. But it has to hold companies
that abuse that authority accountable
for their actions. Both CISPA and the
SECURE IT Act give companies immu-
nity for knowing violations of your pri-
vacy. Under CISPA and the SECURE
IT Act, if a company’s CEO knows for
a fact that his engineers are sending
every one of your e-mails to the NSA,
there is nothing you can do about it.
That is not an exaggeration. Thanks to
the changes I have pushed for—along
with Senators DURBIN, WYDEN, COONS,
SANDERS, BLUMENTHAL, and AKAKA—
the Cybersecurity Act does not protect
companies that violate your privacy
intentionally, knowingly, or with gross
negligence.

Fourth, and finally, a cybersecurity
bill should also hold the government
accountable for its actions. Under both
CISPA and the SECURE IT Act, com-
panies can start giving the Federal
Government your private information
well before the government actually
has privacy rules in place for how to
handle that information.

Under the SECURE IT Act, the gov-
ernment has total immunity from law-
suits arising out of its cybersecurity



July 26, 2012

operations—total immunity for the
government. The SECURE IT Act also
lacks any regular independent over-
sight of the Federal Government’s ac-
tions under these new authorities. The
Cybersecurity Act of 2012 now has all
three of these protections. Under this
bill, privacy rules have to be in place
on the first day companies start giving
the government information. People
can sue the government when it abuses
its authority. And there will be recur-
rent, independent oversight by both
the Privacy and Civil Liberties Over-
sight Board and inspectors general.

These are just the four main cat-
egories of changes that the sponsors of
the Cybersecurity Act have adopted.
There are other changes, too, that I
won’t go into now.

Before I close, I want to elaborate on
one way I do think we need to improve
the Cybersecurity Act to better protect
privacy. The sponsors of the bill have
rightly adopted several critical protec-
tions. I hope they will accept at least
one more amendment that I think is
very important. I will talk about my
amendment more on another occasion,
but for now I want to flag it for my col-
leagues.

For decades, Federal law has given
Internet service providers and other
companies the right to monitor their
systems to protect themselves and
their customers from cybersecurity
threats. They also have the right to de-
ploy what are called countermeasures
to protect their systems against those
threats. So these companies have the
right to monitor and protect them-
selves; but at the same time, Federal
law prevents them from abusing those
rights. If an ISP starts randomly pick-
ing customers and reading their e-
mails, their customers—and the gov-
ernment—can take them to court, and
the ISP can’t throw its hands up and
plead cybersecurity.

This is why, when the President of
the United States brought together all
of the Federal agencies to craft a bill
that would comprehensively protect
our cybersecurity, that proposal in-
cluded a new authority for companies
to disclose information to the govern-
ment but contained no new authority
for companies to monitor e-mail or de-
ploy countermeasures. When the ad-
ministration’s lawyers were asked why
that was, they said that doing so would
have been duplicative—duplicative—be-
cause the companies already have
those rights.

Right now, the Cybersecurity Act
and the President’s proposal are not in
line with each other, because unlike
the President’s proposal, the Cyberse-
curity Act does give ISPs and other
companies a brandnew right to monitor
communications and to deploy coun-
termeasures. That right is very broad—
so broad that if a company uses that
power negligently to snoop in on your
e-mail or damage your computer, they
will be immune from any lawsuit. I
plan to offer an amendment to delete
these new monitoring and counter-
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measures authorities and bring this
bill in line with the President’s pro-
posal. I hope my colleagues here in the
Senate will join me in passing this
amendment. Seven of my colleagues
have already indicated they will co-
sponsor this amendment.

But I want to end on a high note. I
don’t want my amendment to cloud my
central message here, so I will repeat
what I said earlier. The Cybersecurity
Act is not perfect, but when it comes
to striking a balance between cyberse-
curity and privacy and civil liberties,
it is the only game in town. It is far
more protective of our rights than ei-
ther CISPA or the SECURE IT Act. I
thank the sponsors of the Cybersecu-
rity Act for taking this high road, and
I urge my colleagues to vote to proceed
to the bill so we can have a good, full
debate on it.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Madam President, I am
honored to be able to join the Senator
from Minnesota in speaking today in
support of all the Members of this body
voting to proceed to the consideration
of the important cybersecurity bill to
which he and Senator DURBIN have spo-
ken.

Today we have an opportunity to cel-
ebrate progress—very real, very con-
crete, and very important progress—in
the legislative efforts to make America
both more secure and yet retain our
core constitutional freedoms: the pro-
tections of privacy that Americans
have held dear from the very beginning
of this Republic.

As I have said before on this floor,
taking action to protect our Nation
from the very real and urgent threat of
cyber attack is of paramount impor-
tance, something so urgent that it de-
serves our undivided attention. But so
is protecting the privacy rights of law-
abiding American citizens.

As we work together toward this
commonsense, compromise piece of leg-
islation the Senate should consider in
coming days, I fought hard, along with
several colleagues, to ensure we main-
tain the right balance between privacy
and security. That balance is essential.
Compromising our liberty would be as
dangerous as compromising our safety.
But thanks to the hard work of so
many of my colleagues—in particular
Senator DURBIN, Senator FRANKEN,
Senator BLUMENTHAL, Senator
MERKLEY, Senator SANDERS, and oth-
ers—we found that appropriate balance
in this legislation that is before us.

The changes we have made to the
original text and to the House-passed
version have significantly strengthened
privacy rights. That is why I say we
can celebrate real progress here today.

I long thought it was the privacy
issues that would be the rock on which
this ship would founder, that the crit-
ical and unaddressed privacy issues in
CISPA and SECURE IT, spoken to by
Senator FRANKEN, would be issues that
would prevent me from supporting cy-
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bersecurity legislation in this session
of Congress. But we have made remark-
able progress. Let me briefly review a
few of the areas where that progress
has been made.

We made sure companies cannot pry
into the private online activities of ev-
eryday Americans in the name of na-
tional security. I want to mention one
more improvement.

In addition to those mentioned by
Senator FRANKEN just before me con-
cerning legal immunities contained in
this bill, this bill appropriately gives
companies the authority to share cyber
threat-related information with each
other and the government, without
which we can’t know what the rapidly
emerging significant national cyber
threats are. It also gives them immu-
nity from suit if they do so. So if com-
panies share with each other real-time
cyber threat information, they cannot
be sued. But prior versions of this bill
might have provided bad actors with
immunity against all privacy laws. So
instead, we added tough provisions to
ensure if a company acts recklessly or
willfully to violate the law and the on-
line privacy of its customers, they will
be held accountable. This legislation
now, in my view, strikes an appro-
priate balance between empowering
companies and providing them cer-
tainty, as well as maintaining the pri-
vacy rights of Americans and their cus-
tomers.

In this new, better, stronger legisla-
tion, it is no longer the case that com-
panies can share your data and violate
your privacy because you interact with
them online. If that had remained in
this bill, I would have expected mil-
lions of Americans to mobilize to stop
this legislation. But we are here today
as a group of Senators to announce
that real progress has been made, and
we are comfortable with and support
this legislation from a privacy perspec-
tive.

I urge my colleagues, when we take
up this vote later this afternoon, to
vote to proceed to the bill and to allow
us a full and robust debate on this cy-
bersecurity legislation.

Getting to this new and improved
legislation was a team effort, and spe-
cial credit is due to Senators LIEBER-
MAN and COLLINS for leading the way,
for being willing to find common
ground on challenging issues. There
was also a great deal of work done by
my senior Senator ToM CARPER and by
Senators FEINSTEIN and ROCKEFELLER
who chair committees and were also es-
sential to making such great progress.

One of the aspects of cybersecurity
and the threat to our country that
keeps me up at night is that it is con-
stantly evolving. Our enemies are
smart, they are capable, and they are
fast. That means our cyber defenses
have to be flexible, adaptable, and reg-
ularly evaluated in order to keep up.

One good thing about the House
version of this legislation is that it in-
cludes a sunset provision requiring
that in 5 years, this body once again
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must take a hard and serious look at
cybersecurity threats, and update or
change our defense as needed, and en-
sure that privacy protections have
been fully observed.

That is not just good strategy, it is
good sense. Think about the capabili-
ties of your computer, your cell phone
5 years ago compared to today. The
pace of change is faster online than
ever before, and we need the kind of
legislative process that allows us to re-
view our work and ensure not only that
we stay ahead of the curve in defending
our country but we continue to strike
the right balance between privacy and
security.

That is why, similar to Senator
FRANKEN before me, I intend to intro-
duce an amendment on the floor—
which I hope will earn consideration by
this body and the support of my col-
leagues—to take the sunset provision
of our House counterparts and match
that in the Senate in this bill. It is the
right thing to do to help keep us safe
and to help our military leaders and
cybersecurity experts stay one step
ahead of those who would wish us
harm.

In closing, I thank Senator WHITE-
HOUSE, who has been an important part
of two different teams working on this
bill. Senators KYL and WHITEHOUSE led
a team that worked hard on critical in-
frastructure. I wish to thank Senator
BLUMENTHAL of Connecticut, who par-
ticipated in the privacy side work and
in the critical infrastructure work.
Now we are speaking to title VII, to
the information-sharing provision of
the bill and the dramatic and real
progress that has been made in ad-
dressing the balance between security
and privacy.

There has also been great progress
made, in my view, in addressing the
issues of critical infrastructure, and I
invite Senator BLUMENTHAL of Con-
necticut, who has contributed so well
to both these efforts, to address the
Chamber at this time.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL). The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank my very distinguished
and effective colleague from Delaware
for his great work as part of a team
that has sought to enhance the protec-
tions of privacy in this bill. His per-
spective as a local official, as a con-
stitutional expert, as someone who
cares deeply about privacy and civil
liberties, has been invaluable to this
effort. He too has participated in the
critical infrastructure team which both
of us have been privileged to join with
Senators WHITEHOUSE and KYL, who
have been so enormously helpful in this
effort. I join him as well in thanking
our colleagues Senators AKAKA, DUR-
BIN, FRANKEN, SANDERS, and WYDEN for
their very important efforts to protect
privacy and civil liberties in the infor-
mation-sharing title of the cybersecu-
rity act.
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We have truly worked as a team and,
in many ways, a bipartisan team in
forging this legislation. Of course, we
have followed the lead of Senators LIE-
BERMAN and COLLINS who have been at
the forefront of this effort, as well as
Senators ROCKEFELLER, FEINSTEIN, and
CARPER, who deserve our appreciation
for drafting the bill, shepherding it
through committee, and bringing a
modified version to the floor where
now we have the historic opportunity
to move forward. I am here to urge my
colleagues, in fact, to move forward
and vote to proceed to the bill later
today.

We have made good progress on this
legislation. I am optimistic that we
will pass a cybersecurity bill in the
very near future—as we must for all
the reasons that have been articulated
by myself and others. This Nation is
under attack. It is under cyber attack.
Literally, every day our defense indus-
trial base, our military systems, and
our private industry are under attack
by nations and by hackers, both sophis-
ticated and unsophisticated, abroad
and at home. We must make sure we
provide the tools and the resources,
legal resources and authority to stop
that attack, to deter it, to defeat it, to
make sure our country is defended
against it effectively and comprehen-

sively.
The nature of defending against
cyber attack involves information

sharing. There is no way around that
basic fact that information about the
attacks—the sources, the objects and
targets, the times—all the details are,
in essence, the power to defend. Infor-
mation is power when it comes to de-
fending against cyber attack. Yet we
also know that information, when
shared, can also be abused. Some of the
most tragic chapters of our Nation’s
history have involved snooping, spying,
surveilling, and then sharing of infor-
mation that is inappropriate and un-
necessary and sometimes illegal.

We know also that one of our core
constitutional protections is, in fact,
the right to privacy. It is enshrined in
our Constitution. It dates from our
founding. It is integral to the fabric of
the rule of law. We resisted and re-
jected the rule of the British, in part,
because they had no respect for the pri-
vacy of the colonials. That basic value
has inspired the rule of law since.

There is a saying—I believe it is a
Latin saying—that in war, law is the
first casualty. We are in a cyber war,
but our constitutional law cannot be a
casualty. Our right to privacy and civil
liberties must be protected.

Information sharing must involve the
right information shared with the right
people and officials for the right pur-
poses. There must be red lines and red
lights. There must be consequences if
those red lines or red lights are dis-
regarded or dismissed.

This bill meets those basic require-
ments. It is enforceable and it must be
enforced. In fact, I will offer an amend-
ment to increase the enforceability and
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enforcement of these basic protections
by increasing the penalties for vio-
lating these basic protections. The
trust and confidence of our Nation in
the rule of law depends on our getting
it right: information sharing with the
right information to the right people
and for the right purposes.

The kinds of modifications contained
in this bill are critically important.
They are in sharp contrast to the
House-approved version of CISPA,
which utterly fails to protect civil lib-
erties and privacy rights in sufficient
degree. Unlike past versions, this
measure establishes unequivocal civil-
ian control of cybersecurity informa-
tion exchanges. Unlike past versions,
this bill bars companies from using cy-
bersecurity as a pretext for violating
FCC net neutrality rules. Unlike other
versions, this bill bars companies from
using cybersecurity as a pretext for
violating other guarantees, and it al-
lows citizens to hold companies ac-
countable and take them to court for
knowingly or grossly negligent viola-
tions of the information-sharing provi-
sions of this bill.

Equally important, it enables them
to hold the U.S. Government and other
public officials responsible and take
them to court if they violate the pri-
vacy guarantees in this bill.

A private company receiving some-
one’s private information while moni-
toring for cyber threat should protect
that information. It is a public trust
and a public responsibility. This act
protects Americans’ privacy by requir-
ing companies that obtain that kind of
information—some of it medical or fi-
nancial of the most confidential and
private nature—through monitoring, to
protect that information.

This measure also imposes restric-
tions on the use of shared information
for law enforcement purposes. The gov-
ernment can only provide information
to law enforcement if it relates to a
cyber crime or a serious threat to pub-
lic safety; that is, physical safety—bod-
ily harm. Law enforcement can only
use information to prosecute or stop
cyber attacks to prevent that kind of
imminent and immediate harm to a
person or a child.

There are other protections—some of
them have been mentioned by Senators
FRANKEN and CoOoONS before me—that I
will support. For example, Senator
FRANKEN mentioned that his amend-
ment would eliminate new authorities
in the bill to monitor communications
or operate countermeasures. Senator
CoONS mentioned a 5-year sunset on
the use of information sharing under
this measure to help guard against un-
foreseen consequences of the legisla-
tion and ensure that congressional
oversight occurs on a regular and fore-
seeable basis. Other measures which I
consider important would require Fed-
eral agencies that suffer a data breach
to notify affected individuals and allow
those individuals to recover damages
and require the creation of a new office
in the Office of Management and Budg-
et, that of Chief Privacy Officer.
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I support these amendments and I
support also increasing the penalties in
the event that government or compa-
nies violate the protections in this
statute.

We have indeed made progress. There
is more to do. I hope more progress will
be made. I foresee passage of a cyberse-
curity measure that is desperately and
direly needed in this country—not at
some point in the future but now. As
others before me have said on this floor
and as I have said before, cybersecurity
is national security and we must pro-
tect our national security while at the
same time retaining the reason, our
fundamental rights and civil liberties,
that we want to protect our Nation and
its constitutional values.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MORAN. Madame President, I
ask that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded and that I may speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
may speak as in morning business.

MEATLESS MONDAY

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, yes-
terday I was on the Senate floor, and I
had the opportunity to highlight a de-
velopment at the Department of Agri-
culture. We learned yesterday after-
noon that the Department of Agri-
culture, in an employee newsletter,
was promoting something called Meat-
less Mondays. The Department of Agri-
culture newsletter offered encourage-
ment for its employees and I assume
others who might see the newsletter—
even tourists who visit Washington,
DC, and eat at the Department of Agri-
culture cafeteria—to participate in
Meatless Monday. It indicates the de-
sirability of reducing the consumption
of meat and dairy products. I found
that very startling and surprising.
Never in my life would I expect the De-
partment of Agriculture, which I al-
ways presumed is the farmers’ and
ranchers’ friend, to be promoting the
idea that it is a bad idea to eat the
products of farms and ranches across
Kansas and our Nation. Yet that is
what we saw and read yesterday.

The Department of Agriculture news-
letter said that ‘‘beef production re-
quires a lot of water, fertilizer, fossil
fuels, and pesticides. In addition, there
are many health concerns related to
excessive consumption of meat.”” Those
are the words of the Department of Ag-
riculture newsletter. I am pleased to
report that in asking Secretary
Vilsack to reconsider what the Depart-
ment had said and was promoting, they
have done that and they have appar-
ently removed the promotion from
their newsletter and from their Web
site. That is a positive development,
and so I appreciate that happening.

It is amazing to me, unfortunately,
that this is just one of many cir-
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cumstances in which we see adminis-
tration agencies and departments on
the side of something that those of us
who believe strongly in traditional
family agriculture across the country
believe is very important. One would
expect in this case that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture would promote the
consumption of meat. In fact, within
the Department of Agriculture, we
have the Secretary saying in his mis-
sion statement that he is about in-
creasing and expanding domestic and
foreign markets for beef and meat
products. We have the U.S. beef board,
organized and monitored by the De-
partment of Agriculture, whose job it
is to promote agricultural products.
Many of us in Congress try to encour-
age the sale of agricultural products,
particularly meat and beef products, to
South Korea and China. We have de-
bated on the Senate floor the value of
trade agreements, most recently with
Colombia, South Korea, and Panama,
because we believe in the opportunity
for American producers to sell their
products around the globe. Yet we saw
at least some at USDA who have the
view that we need to discourage the
consumption of meat for environ-
mental and health reasons.

Particularly troublesome is the fact
that the Department of Agriculture
was citing the United Nations as a rea-
son that we ought to discourage the
consumption of beef for environmental
reasons. Our Department of Agri-
culture positions ought to be based
upon sound science, not some U.N.
study.

Beef is an important and vital com-
ponent of the Kansas economy. We are
the second largest beef-producing State
in the country. The economic impact
to our country is around $44 billion.
Beef exports in 2011 were over $4.08 bil-
lion. This matters to us greatly.

This is happening at a time in which
to the cattle producers across the Mid-
west, including in the State of the
President today, the drought is so dam-
aging.

It is also happening at a time in
which we have been having the debate
about the farm bill. My farmers in
Kansas will often say: I know we need
to do something about reducing spend-
ing. We have to get the deficit under
control.

In fact, the farm bill we passed in the
Senate has a reduction in the farm bill
spending of $23 billion. No one likes to
see something that is important to
them go away, but if this farm bill be-
comes legislation and direct payments
leave, the safety net for producers
across our country will be less. Yet
farmers and ranchers say: We have a
responsibility as American citizens to
give these things up, to reduce the
spending that comes our way, but
please don’t do anything that is dam-
aging to us as far as our ability to earn
a living in the free market, in the real
world.

So when we see something like this
from the Department of Agriculture

S5441

discouraging the use of meat prod-
ucts—and, again, at a time in which
the temperatures across my State have
been over 100 degrees for more than a
month. We had a record high of 118 de-
grees. Perhaps that is a record high on
the globe. It certainly is in the United
States. In Norton, KS, it was 118 de-
grees. Rain is so scarce, we spend a lot
of time in our State down on our knees
praying for moisture and we spend a
lot of time looking up to the skies hop-
ing for moisture. We need to make sure
that what we do in this Congress and
what the Obama administration does is
not something that diminishes the
chances for the survival of family
farms in the United States, certainly
at home in Kansas and around rural
America.

If this was just an isolated instance,
perhaps the point has been made and
the words have been withdrawn, but I
remember we started a year ago with a
Department of Labor that concluded
that we need to regulate the use of 14-
and 15-year-olds on family farms. That
was a real misunderstanding of how
production agriculture and family
farms work. Agriculture is a family op-
eration, and yet we had the Depart-
ment of Labor suggesting that someone
15 years old should perhaps not be able
to work on their own family’s farm. I
remember just 6 months or so ago, I
was on the Senate floor worried about
a Department of Agriculture forum on
animal safety that was being organized
by the Humane Society. Again, my
farmers and ranchers would say—bpar-
ticularly in a time of drought and
where the safety net provided by the
farm bill is going to become less—
please don’t do anything that is harm-
ful to us, that reduces the chance for
us to succeed.

In this regulatory environment in
which we find ourselves, we need to
take the steps that promote agri-
culture, not do things that diminish
the opportunity for a farmer or rancher
to earn a living in the free market.

Yesterday we had a debate about es-
tate taxes and the consequences to
family agriculture across the country,
and again, at a time in which the
drought is so prevalent, circumstances
so difficult, the Tax Code matters
greatly and the ability to pass a family
farm from one generation to the next is
critical. It is so much about agri-
culture in States such as mine that
when our farmers and ranchers don’t
succeed, the success of the commu-
nities in which they live and raise their
kids greatly diminishes. This is a way
of life for us, and we need to make cer-
tain we have a Department of Agri-
culture that is promoting our farmers
and ranchers and their success.

I was on the Senate floor yesterday
with the Senator from Wyoming. We
had a conversation about the drought,
the estate taxes, and the farm bill. I
am interested if the Senator from Wyo-
ming has any further thoughts. I know
he is a leader in the Western Caucus.
As Members of the Senate, we are in
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the process of writing Secretary
Vilsack in regard to the promotion of
Meatless Monday. There are those who
have a different view about what their
menus should be and what they want to
see on the menu, and that is fine with
me. That is a personal decision. But
the Department of Agriculture ought
to be supportive of the people who
produce the food, fiber, and energy for
our country each and every day. They
get up at sunrise and go to bed after
sunset because they are out there try-
ing to make a living on family farms
across the country.

I yield for the Senator from Wyo-
ming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President,
never in my life would I expect to see
the U.S. Department of Agriculture
come out against farming, ranching,
agriculture, and its products.

I was talking to a radio station this
morning in Afton, WY. They were as-
tonished. They had not heard the news
of this yet, and they are now fully
aware of it. They are grateful to the
Senator from Kansas because one of
those involved actually had heard the
Senator on the floor last night talking
about Meatless Mondays and then the
USDA linking ranching and farming to
climate change. It is not just cattle or
beef producers—and beef is clearly the
No. 1 cash crop for Wyoming—but the
USDA has gone after dairy products,
such as milk and cheese, as part of a
climate change issue.

So this does seem to be an assault
against a way of life, a significant part
of our country’s heritage, as well as
our economic future. We see this as-
sault on our products through the De-
partment of Agriculture. We see it as
an assault on family values of young
families working together, as we have
seen with the Department of Labor.
And now yesterday, with a vote on this
Senate floor, there was an attack by a
reinstitution of the death tax. People
are trying to keep a family operation
within the family, a ranch or a farm,
all across rural America. These small
businesses in communities all across
the country are finding that it is going
to be much more difficult, under what
the Democrats voted for yesterday, to
keep their ranches and farms in the
family.

I know farmers and ranchers in Wyo-
ming where a member of the family
works in town just to make the money
to pay the expenses of keeping the op-
eration of the farm or the ranch going.
They know full well that under the
Democratic proposal, if someone were
to die, once that becomes the case,
their chances of being able to hold on
to that operation are reduced to almost
nothing. Bringing back the costs of the
death tax to the levels of the Clinton
administration, anything over $1 mil-
lion in assessed value would be taxed at
55 percent. The only solution for many
is to sell.

There are three specific attacks: the
death tax attack, the Meatless Monday
attack, and the attack on children
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helping out on the family or neighbor
farm or ranch. There are values that
they learn through the FFA. All of
those things make me wonder in what
direction the country is heading. I
guess that is no surprise when only one
in three Americans all across the coun-
try think the country is heading in the
right direction.

I am happy to join my colleague from
Kansas who came to the Senate floor
yesterday to bring this to the atten-
tion of the Senate. He and I are work-
ing together to now address the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to make sure
that something like this doesn’t hap-
pen again and to make sure that the
Secretary does insist that farmers and
ranchers across this country—and the
products that they make and should be
promoted by the Department of Agri-
culture—receive the proper honor that
is deserved by them for what they do to
continue to put food on the table and
continue to bring forth the values from
those who built this great country.

I thank my friend and colleague, the
Senator from Kansas, for bringing this
to the attention of the Nation.

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, just
to conclude my remarks, I would indi-
cate that my family and I will be eat-
ing more beef, not less. I would urge
Americans to respond in that way. It is
an opportunity for us to support the
cattlemen and the livestock producers
of our country at a time when they are
selling their herds because the drought
is so severe that there is no grass and
no feed to feed the cattle. As a result,
the market is depressed and prices are
lower because there are so many sales
occurring. We can help our livestock
producers, our farm and ranch families
in the country, by having a hamburger
or steak. Let’s go back to that tradi-
tional American meal of ‘‘let’s eat
beef.”” The front of my truck at home
says ‘‘Eat Beef,”” and I would encourage
Kansans and Americans to do so at this
time when our livestock producers, due
to the drought, are struggling so great-
ly.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

A SECOND OPINION

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor today, as I do week
after week since the health care law
was passed, to give a doctor’s second
opinion about the health care law that
I believe is bad for patients, bad for the
providers, the nurses and the doctors
who take care of those patients, and
terrible for the American taxpayers.

I come to the floor today reminding
myself and the Senate of some prom-
ises the President made during the
health care debate. The President had
a couple of key promises. The first was
he stated that health insurance pre-
miums would go down. The second
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promise he made was that if a person
likes their insurance plan, they can
keep it.

The President actually reiterated the
second point after the Supreme Court
issued its decision regarding the health
care law a few weeks ago. From the
East Room of the White House, the
President proclaimed:

If you’re one of the 250 million Americans
who already have health insurance, you will
keep your health insurance.

Perhaps the President does not know
that his health care law has already
forced many colleges and universities
to stop offering their student health
plans or perhaps the President is un-
aware that one can no longer purchase
a child-only health insurance policy in
many States, including my home State
of Wyoming.

Apparently, the President has not
spoken to businesses across the coun-
try that must actually deal with the
ramifications of his health care law. I
speak with business owners around Wy-
oming every weekend as I travel
around the State, and the people with
whom I speak believe the law will in-
crease the cost of their insurance, in-
crease the cost of their care, and make
it more difficult for them to provide in-
surance for their employees.

Now we have a new study—a report
that has come out from the Deloitte
consulting firm—and it has spoken to
businesses all across the country about
the law. The results were compiled in
their 2012 survey of employers. In this
report, the company did random sur-
veys of 560 companies with 50 or more
employees. These results are only from
companies that currently offer health
insurance to their employees.

So what are the results? Well, the re-
sults are not encouraging. They found
that approximately 1 in 10 employers is
considering dropping the health cov-
erage they currently supply to their
employees over the next few years.
Specifically, they found that 9 percent
of companies expect to drop their in-
surance coverage, while another 10 per-
cent of respondents said they weren’t
sure about how they would proceed.
The survey revealed that small busi-
nesses—those with between 50 and 100
workers—are going to be hit especially
hard by this new health care law.

Thirteen percent of the businesses in
this category stated they would drop
their insurance coverage in the next 1
to 3 years. Thirteen percent of all of
those small businesses with between 50
and 100 employees plan to drop their
insurance within 1 to 3 years.

Keep in mind that the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office did some
evaluations and thought that only 7
percent of workers would lose their em-
ployer-provided health insurance start-
ing in 2014 because the President, look-
ing straight into the camera straight
from the White House, said, “If you
like what you have, you can keep it.”

Companies also made it clear that
how implementation of the health care
law moves forward would impact their



July 26, 2012

decisions. How so? Here is an example:
Approximately one-third of the compa-
nies stated they might decide to stop
offering health insurance if they find
that the law passed by the Democrats
in this Senate, along partisan lines—if
these companies find that the health
insurance under the law and required
by the law requires them to offer more
generous benefits than they currently
provide, they are likely—one-third—to
discontinue providing health insur-
ance.

Why is that? Well, it is because the
President’s health care law actually
mandates what kind of insurance com-
panies must give to their employees.
This is what is called the essential
health benefits package or, as most
Americans refer to it, government-ap-
proved insurance. It may not be the in-
surance you want or the insurance you
like; it may not be the insurance you
need or it may not be the insurance
you can afford. No matter how we look
at it, the President and those who sup-
ported this law say they know better
than American consumers, American
workers, and people in need of insur-
ance.

So instead of allowing businesses and
workers to decide what kind of insur-
ance they need, the health care law
empowers Federal bureaucrats to make
this decision.

In an article that recently appeared
in the Wall Street Journal, the chief fi-
nancial officer of McDonald’s stated
that he thought implementing the
health care law could cost his company
more than $400 million a year. So busi-
nesses that decide they can’t afford to
offer this government-approved insur-
ance are going to be forced to pay a
penalty.

How big is the penalty? That is a le-
gitimate question. The Supreme Court
says it is a tax—a tax. So they are
going to have to pay a tax. So for com-
panies with over 50 employees, they
will have to pay, starting at $2,000 per
worker. That sounds like a lot of
money, but keep this in mind: In 2011
the Kaiser Family Foundation found
that the average cost of employer-pro-
vided health insurance for families was
over $15,000. So they can decide: Do
they pay the government $2,000, that
tax, or do they pay $15,000 for the in-
surance? This means many companies
would have a sizable financial incen-
tive to simply drop the insurance.

So then what happens? What happens
to these folks who previously had the
insurance the President said they could
keep? Of course, we all know they can’t
because, once again, the President mis-
led the American people—I believe in-
tentionally. Well, then these employ-
ees who were dropped would have to en-
roll in a government-run exchange. So
what happens in the exchange? Well,
many of these individuals would qual-
ify for subsidies from the Federal Gov-
ernment to help them purchase insur-
ance—subsidies from the Federal Gov-
ernment to help them pay for insur-
ance that they were previously getting
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at work, but now because of the health
care law they can’t get it anymore.

So who is going to end up subsidizing
this? The American taxpayers are now
going to be paying for the health insur-
ance instead of the employer. This is
not only going to cause many Ameri-
cans to lose their health insurance, but
it will also make the $1 trillion health
care law even more expensive than the
Congressional Budget Office said this
past week.

Many businesses surveyed stated
they do not intend on dumping the
health insurance plans, but they said
something else. They said they are not
going to stop providing it. Instead, em-
ployers are saying to workers: If you
want to Kkeep this, you are going to
have to pick up the additional cost of
your insurance coverage, and you are
going to have to do it by helping to pay
higher copays, higher deductibles, or
participating and contributing to the
higher premiums we are going to have
to pay.

So for those Americans lucky enough
to keep their employer-provided cov-
erage, they will now be paying more
money for that privilege. This means
employees have essentially two alter-
natives under this health care law. Ei-
ther they will lose their employer-pro-
vided coverage or they will be facing
higher insurance premiums.

For over 150 million Americans who
receive their insurance through their
employer, neither of these choices is a
good one. It didn’t have to be this way.
That is why I remain committed to re-
pealing the President’s health care law
and replacing it with patient-centered
reforms that will allow patients to get
the care they need from a doctor they
choose at lower cost.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent to speak in
morning business for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I am here to talk
about two very different subjects, two
very different bills. One is the farm
bill, and one is the Violence Against
Women Act. Both bills are stuck over
in the House of Representatives, and
both bills should pass. Both bills re-
ceived significant bipartisan support in
the Senate. I am simply asking my col-
leagues in the other body to get their
job done and to get these bills passed.

THE FARM BILL

I will start with the farm bill. Min-
nesota is fifth in the country for agri-
culture. It means a lot to our State, it
means a lot to the rural areas, but it is
also tied to our metropolitan area with
our farm businesses, with our food pro-
ducers, and it is clearly tied in with
the rest of the country. This spring’s
talk of a bin-busting crop has burned
away under the extreme summer heat.
Farmers and ranchers across the coun-
try are experiencing what the U.S. De-
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partment of Agriculture is calling the
most widespread drought we have seen
in decades.

With nearly 90 percent of the corn
and soybean crops being grown in areas
impacted by the drought, the crop
losses are being felt not just by our
grain farmers but also are driving up
feed prices for our livestock, poultry,
and dairy producers. As we well know,
dairy producers have already come off
some very difficult years.

Higher feed costs for cattle, pork,
poultry and dairy impact all Ameri-
cans at the grocery store. Yesterday
the USDA estimated that consumers
could expect to pay 3 to 4 percent more
for groceries next year at this point.

While some people might think that
food magically appears on their tables
or in their grocery stores, in Minnesota
we know food is produced every day by
our farmers. Farmers stand behind
each General Mills box of Cheerios or
every Jennie-O turkey on the dinner
table. That is why when I travel our
State I am always reminded of the crit-
ical role farming plays in our State’s
economy and in our country’s econ-
omy. It has, in fact, been one of the
brightest spots. Minnesotans in rural
communities and larger cities all ben-
efit from a strong farm economy that
provides jobs at farms, mills, proc-
essing plants, and equipment manufac-
turers.

While Congress can’t do anything
about the lack of rain, we shouldn’t
make this disaster worse by delaying
the passage of the farm bill, which
gives farmers and ranchers the assist-
ance they need to help weather this
disaster and the certainty they need to
make plans for next year and the year
after and the year after that. The fact
that the 2008 farm bill was a b5-year
time period was key to the stability in
the rural areas. It was key so farmers
could plan ahead. It made a difference
during the downturn. We need to do
that same thing again.

I think it is a mistake for the House
leadership to delay further action on
the farm bill. These bills are never
easy, but in the Senate we were able to
work through 70 amendments before
passing the bipartisan farm bill with a
strong 64-to-35 vote. Maybe they should
do the same.

As part of our responsibility to do
more with fewer resources, this bill in-
cludes over $23 billion in cuts over the
2008 farm bill. We eliminated direct
payments, further focused farm pay-
ments on our family farmers, and
worked to eliminate fraud and waste
through the farm bill to ensure these
programs are efficient and targeted.

President Eisenhower was famously
quoted as saying this:

Farming looks mighty easy when your
plow is a pencil and you’re a thousand miles
from the corn field.

I fear that some in Washington have
taken that same position and are con-
tent with Kkicking the can down the
road and leaving rural America in the
lurch. Well, those of us in the Senate
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who supported this bill—Democrats
and Republicans—were not content
with putting our heads in the sand. We
weren’t content with just letting the
crops burn out in the fields. We wanted
to get something done.

There are those in the House, such as
Representative COLLIN PETERSON of
Minnesota, who are trying valiantly to
get this farm bill through the House.
We must let them do this.

The Senate passed the 5-year farm
bill because it is important. It is im-
portant because it strengthens the crop
insurance program, it funds livestock
disaster programs for this year, and
continues the program through the end
of the farm bill. It ensures that the
programs farmers use to get help
through tough times, such as the emer-
gency financing credit program or dis-
aster grazing authorities, will be con-
tinued with unbroken service.

The farm bill also includes two of my
amendments that will help farmers get
through these tough times. The first
amendment reduces the cost of access-
ing crop insurance by 10 percent for be-
ginning farmers. This is critical be-
cause beginning farmers are less able
to afford crop insurance protection and
are under greater financial stress be-
cause of the drought.

The second amendment eliminates
the penalty for beginning farmers that
graze livestock on CRP land. This will
help beginning ranchers struggling
with high feed prices and will also ben-
efit all livestock producers by freeing
up the corn to be fed to other animals.

Secretary Vilsack is working at the
USDA to help producers with this
drought. Under his Ileadership, the
USDA has streamlined the disaster
declaration process, reducing the time
it takes to start getting help for im-
pacted counties by 40 percent. They re-
duced the interest rate for emergency
loans, as well as reduced the penalty
for producers grazing livestock on con-
servation reserve program acres from
25 down to 10 percent.

While these are important steps, they
in no way replace the help farmers in
this country will get from this farm
bill. We all know it is not just a farm
bill, it is a food bill. Only 14 percent of
this that we look at is farm programs.
The rest are conservation programs.
The rest are important school lunch
programs. This is a farm bill for the
country not just the rural areas. But
we can see—anyone who drives through
Wisconsin, anyone who drives through
Indiana or Missouri or Iowa can see—
firsthand why we need this safety net
for our farmers, why we need this safe-
ty net for our country.

We plead with the House to get this
done, to follow the leadership of COLLIN
PETERSON and those of us in the Senate
who, on a bipartisan basis, got this
farm bill done. They need to take it to
the floor.

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT

Madam President, as I mentioned,
there is a second bill that has also been
hung up, a bipartisan bill that received
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significant support in the Senate—in
fact, it got the support of every single
woman Senator in this body, Democrat
and Republican—and that is the Vio-
lence Against Women Act.

Here in the Senate we passed that re-
authorization bill in April on a bipar-
tisan 68-to-31 vote. Getting to that
point was a tough road. It was not al-
ways clear we were going to pass the
bill. Just like the two reauthorizations
from 2000 and 2006, our bill strengthens
current law and provides solutions to
problems we have learned more about
since the Violence Against Women Act
was first passed in 1994. Ever since
then, this bill has been able to get
through both Houses on a bipartisan
basis without significant controversy.

We do not want to go back in time.
We do not want to go back to a time
when we treated women who were vic-
tims of domestic violence like they
were not really victims, like it was
something they should just expect to
happen. We do not want to turn back
on the great strides we have made.

One of the improvements in this cur-
rent bill focuses on a particularly un-
derserved community: women living in
tribal areas. We have a number of res-
ervations in Minnesota, and it is a
heartbreaking reality that Native
American women experience rates of
domestic violence and sexual assault
that are much higher than the national
average.

Our committee, the Judiciary Com-
mittee on which I serve, worked closely
with the Indian Affairs Committee to
come up with some commonsense solu-
tions to the horrific levels of domestic
violence and sexual assault in tribal
areas.

One of the problems on tribal lands is
that currently tribal courts do not
have jurisdiction over non-Indian de-
fendants who abuse their Indian
spouses on Indian lands, even though
more than 50 percent of Native women
are married to non-Indians.

The bipartisan Senate bill addresses
this problem by allowing tribal courts
to prosecute non-Indians in a narrow
set of cases that meet three specific
criteria: the crime must have occurred
in Indian Country; the crime must be a
domestic violence offence, and the non-
Indian defendant must live or work in
Indian Country.

That is the way we get these cases
prosecuted. I do not think we believe
the Federal courts are going to come in
and handle all these domestic violence
cases. This is the pragmatic solution
that protects these Native American
women.

As we were considering the Violence
Against Women Act on the Senate
floor, many of us had to work very
hard to get the message out there that
VAWA was and always has been a bi-
partisan bill—one that law enforce-
ment and State and local governments
strongly support.

Throughout this entire process,
under the leadership of Senator LEAHY
and Republican Senator CRAPO, who
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did this bill together from the begin-
ning, I have found it very helpful that
whenever I needed to tell people why
we needed to pass a reauthorization
bill, I could point to the great work
that my State is doing to combat do-
mestic violence.

There is the legacy of Paul and Shei-
la Wellstone, who were there at the be-
ginning ushering this bill through in
1994.

Minnesota is the home to many na-
tionally recognized programs.

The Hennepin County Domestic
Abuse Service Center that I was hon-
ored to be in charge of during my 8
years as county attorney in Hennepin
County is a nationally recognized cen-
ter. We opened one of the first shelters
in the country in 1974, and the city of
Duluth was the first city to require its
police officers to make arrests in do-
mestic violence cases.

I have learned about a unique domes-
tic violence court that Stearns Coun-
ty—that is the area around St. Cloud—
has implemented using money from
VAWA grants. The partnership, which
involves trained people from all levels
of the criminal justice system, has al-
lowed 58 percent of the victim partici-
pants to separate from their abusers.

Washington County relies on cutting-
edge research to provide direction for
officers to take appropriate action
when responding to domestic violence
calls. It is the only program of its kind
in the entire country.

These are the kinds of innovative ini-
tiatives from law enforcement that are
especially critical to combating vio-
lence and are directly a result of the
Domestic Violence Against Women Act
that we have worked so hard to pass in
past years in this Congress.

I want to stress just how crucial it is
that we get this bill signed into law.
We have made a lot of progress over
the years, and we have been able to
work together across the aisle to build
on VAWA’s successes. But we should
not just send any bill to the President.
As you know, the House has passed its
own reauthorization of VAWA, which,
unfortunately, does not include many
of the improvements the Senate bill in-
cludes, including the one I mentioned
on tribal courts. It also rolls back some
of the important improvements that
have been made to VAWA in the past.

I am hopeful we will be able to iron
out these differences as we move for-
ward, but I strongly believe the im-
provements that were included in the
Senate bill should remain a part of the
bill that gets sent to the President. I
hope our colleagues in the House will
follow suit with the Senate on this do-
mestic violence bill, pass a bipartisan
bill, get this done, and get it done soon.
It simply is not that hard. Just look
into the eyes of a domestic violence
victim, look into the eyes of the chil-
dren, and you know it is not that hard.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I just
want to make a very brief comment
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primarily for the benefit of our Repub-
lican colleagues who have been inquir-
ing about whether we would have, and
when we would have, a vote to invoke
cloture to proceed to the cybersecurity
legislation.

I am hopeful we can do that very
soon. From my perspective, it would be
wise for us to move forward, to go to
the bill, and see if we can work things
out. There have been discussions be-
tween various groups who are inter-
ested in the subject. They are now all
talking to each other, which is a very
good sign because it is amazing how,
when Senators get together and talk to
each other, sometimes we can actually
accomplish things in a bipartisan way.

So my hope is that we can do that. If
it turns out it does not work out, we
can always vote no at the end of the
day. But I believe we should go for-
ward, that we should get on the bill,
and, therefore, I intend to support clo-
ture on the motion to proceed to the
cybersecurity legislation.

I thank my colleagues for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
appreciate the courtesy of my col-
league from Maryland, and I promise I
am going to be just no more than 10
minutes.

TAX HIKES AND SMALL BUSINESS

Two years ago, Members of both par-
ties in this Chamber recognized that
America’s economic recovery was frag-
ile, too fragile to absorb a tax increase.
Since then, obviously, my colleagues
across the aisle have changed their
minds and experienced a change of
heart.

Yesterday the Senate voted to raise
taxes. I have been amused by some of
the headlines I have read that say the
Senate voted to cut taxes, which is
false. The Senate did not vote to cut
taxes; the Senate voted to maintain
the tax rates that have been in exist-
ence for 12 years for a certain class of
taxpayers, while raising taxes on ev-
eryone else.

I cannot explain the logic behind this
vote. I can only assume it is some elec-
tion-year calculus designed to galva-
nize the political base of our friends
across the aisle. It most definitely is
not good economics, and it is not good
for job creation.

For 3 years, it is no secret America
has been living through the weakest
economic recovery since the Great De-
pression. We know from history, from
economics, and from common sense
that the last thing you want to do
amid persistently slow economic
growth is to dramatically raise taxes
on income and investment. If you want
more economic activity, if you want
growth, then you do not burden it fur-
ther. You relieve those burdens, which
allows it to flourish and grow, which
creates prosperity and jobs. Yet our
friends across the aisle just voted to
raise taxes on nearly 1 million Amer-
ican businesses.

Many American businesses do not op-
erate as a corporation. They operate as
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a sole proprietorship, a partnership—in
other words, a mom-and-pop oper-
ation—or even as a subchapter S or
some other legal entity, which causes
business income to be paid on indi-
vidual tax returns not on a separate
corporate tax return.

The bottom line is, when we raise
taxes on people in the top tax brackets,
we inevitably are going to capture, in
this instance, 1 million different indi-
viduals paying business income on an
individual tax return, which is bad for
the economy, bad for jobs.

We should make no mistake about it:
Given our anemic growth rates, given
the ongoing debt crisis in Europe, and
given the economic slowdown in China
and other emerging market countries,
raising taxes on so many job creators
could easily tip the U.S. economy back
into recession. If we take yesterday’s
vote to increase taxes on so many
small businesses together with the un-
willingness to deal with the single larg-
est tax increase in American history—
which will occur on December 31, 2012,
and is something that has been called
taxmageddon, when virtually all the
tax provisions in the code will expire,
the ones passed 12 years ago—if we
combine that huge tax increase with
the sequestration, $1.2 trillion, which
comes disproportionately out of de-
fense spending, without exception the
economists I have talked to say we will
be in a recession.

Why is it that our colleagues across
the aisle are willing to risk putting
America back into recession just to
raise taxes? I cannot understand that,
unless they have taken some kind of
poll, done some sort of focus group that
has laid out some strategy which is not
readily apparent to most people.

So the idea that this tax increase
would solve our fiscal problem is laugh-
able. As my good friend, the Repub-
lican leader, said yesterday, the addi-
tional revenue generated by the taxes
that our Democratic friends voted for
yesterday ‘‘[wouldn’t] even fund the
government for a week.” A week—and
that is before we consider the harmful
impact on the economy and jobs.

Whenever I talk to business owners
back home in Texas, they express utter
bewilderment as to why Members of
Congress would want to raise taxes
during the current economic environ-
ment. Don’t our friends across the aisle
realize how many small businesses are
struggling to stay afloat? Don’t they
realize that our Byzantine Tax Code
and misguided regulations are already
strangling job creation? Don’t they re-
alize our national unemployment rate
has been stuck at more than 8 percent
for 41 consecutive months?

No one here wants to see another re-
cession, but apparently some are will-
ing to risk a recession by putting ide-
ology ahead of sound economic policy.
After last night’s vote, I thought of all
the Texas entrepreneurs—more than
400 of them—who have contacted my
office, sending their personal, inspiring
American success stories. These stories
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remind us that the American dream is
still alive, and it is inextricably inter-
twined with our free enterprise system.
It is not a gift from government. It is
what people earn as a result of hard
work and the opportunities given to
them in this great country.

These stories remind us the Amer-
ican dream is not dependent upon gov-
ernment assistance. It is not about tax-
ing certain people to pay for ideologi-
cally driven government projects like
Solyndra. It is about offering all Amer-
icans the opportunity to earn their
success and achieve their dreams.

My office has received literally hun-
dreds of entrepreneurial success stories
from Texas, stories such as that of
Gary Murray, a Vietnam veteran who
came home from the war after three
tours as a marine in Vietnam, who
spent two decades working at IBM and
then launched his own fencing club—a
fencing club. For more than a quarter
century, Gary’s Round Rock Fencing
Club has been training young Texans
and producing world-class talent, in-
cluding two Olympians, one world
champion, and eight national cham-
pions. It is a remarkable story about
someone deciding this is what they
wanted to do, this is where their pas-
sion lies, making the most of it, and
creating opportunities for other people.

Gary started the Round Rock Fenc-
ing Club with his own money, without
any financial support from the govern-
ment. What he achieved, he achieved
on his own. His story is a testament to
hard work and human creativity. As
Gary puts it: “The only support I ever
got was from my wife and family.”

There are many other business own-
ers like Gary Murray all across Texas
and all across this great country.

Before my colleagues advocate high-
er taxes on these businesses, perhaps
they should spend some time talking to
the job creators and small business
people and the entrepreneurs about the
myriad challenges and obstacles gov-
ernment places in their way because of
high taxes and overregulation. I sus-
pect my colleagues might learn some-
thing.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANDERS). The Senator from Maryland.
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I
have taken the floor before to talk
about the health care reform bill, to
comment on the Supreme Court deci-
sion, which I believe history will show
was clearly the right decision. It was
the right decision on the law giving the
Congress the power to legislate in an
area where there is a national need, as
the legislature did in the 1930s with So-
cial Security and in the 1960s with
Medicare.

The health reform proposals that
were adopted by Congress are within
the purview of the legislative branch of
government. The Supreme Court
upheld that right in that decision. I
also said it was the right decision be-
cause it allows us to move forward on
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a path toward universal coverage,
where all Americans are guaranteed ac-
cess to affordable health care. America
will now join all of the other industrial
nations of the world to say health care
is a right, not a privilege.

The legislation that was passed, the
health reform bill, has already helped
American families. Let me talk about
an area—I could talk about many—
about what it has done in protecting
our consumers against the practices,
the arbitrary practices of health insur-
ance companies. We already are seeing
that it is in effect where families are
being able to take advantage of the
fact there are no longer any lifetime
caps on health insurance policies. By
2014, we will eliminate annual caps on
benefits on health insurance plans. We
already have seen for our children the
elimination of preexisting conditions,
so our children can get policies without
having restrictions on what is covered
and what is not covered. By 2014 we
will see that the preexisting conditions
for everyone will no longer be an obsta-
cle to full insurance coverage. That is
particularly important for women,
where we know at times they have
been held to a preexisting condition be-
cause of a pregnancy or being the vic-
tim of domestic violence.

We have seen discrimination in pre-
miums against women. That no longer
will be the case. I could talk about
many Marylanders who are happy
today because they can stay on their
parents’ insurance policies—the fact
that they are over the age of 21. They
can now stay on that policy until age
26.

I want to talk about one other aspect
of this law that may not be quite as fa-
miliar to our constituents. This provi-
sion will take effect on August 1, but
we already are seeing the benefits.
What I am talking about is the 80-20
rule, where health insurance companies
must give value for the premium dollar
to the beneficiary. At least 80 percent
of the dollars we pay for premiums
must go for benefits.

Let me share with you a letter I re-
ceived from one of my constituents.
She wrote:

I recently had a pleasant surprise. . . . two
checks from my health care [insurer] that
were rebates on premiums paid. I am some-
one who has to buy individual health cov-
erage and have been doing so for the last 8
years. The premiums are high and the de-
ductible is high—so I am essentially paying
a high price for catastrophic coverage while
still paying for individual doctor visits, pre-
scriptions, etc. It is frustrating, but the
choices are limited and expensive for indi-
vidual coverage, and you don’t really know
how good your coverage is because you don’t
use it unless you have a major medical
event. My premiums go up every year despite
the fact that I don’t file claims. This month
I received a check in the amount of $139 from
my current [insurer] and over $300 from a
previous [insurer]. Both checks were rebates
as a result of the new health care act.

I did not realize it, but the act requires in-
surance companies to use 80% of the pre-
miums they collect on health care costs. . . .
and neither of them hit that percentage and
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were thus required to provide a refund. Won-
derful! The bill is so complicated that I do
not understand a great deal of it—but am
very pleased with this aspect which seems to
go a long way in helping keep health care
costs reasonable and prevent consumers from
being gouged . . . So thanks to the Senator
and all who helped with this health care act.

I bring this to my colleagues’ atten-
tion, because there are going to be mil-
lions of American who are going to be
getting rebate checks, and some are
going to start scratching their heads,
wondering where it is coming from.
They are going to be saying: Gee, I
guess I made a mistake in the pre-
miums I paid. They are returning
them. They are getting those checks
because of the passage of the health re-
form bill, and the provision in the
health reform bill that requires insur-
ance companies to give value for the
premium dollars we pay.

That protection is now the law of the
land. Thanks to the acts of Congress
and President Obama, and the Supreme
Court upholding the law, those rebates
are going to be received. The number of
people in the country is 12.8 million
Americans who are going to get rebate
checks worth about $1.1 billion. Aver-
age rebate: $1561. That is real money for
people who are struggling with their
health care needs.

I am proud that in the State of Mary-
land, there is going to be $27 million
made available to 141,000 Marylanders,
with an average rebate of $340 for those
who get rebates in my State. Let me
break this down a little bit further. In
the individual market, like the person
I received the letter from, the rebates
for the people in Maryland will actu-
ally average a higher amount. They
will average $496. I think that speaks
to the fact that insurance companies
have hedged their bets in the indi-
vidual market. They tell us that, you
know, we have got to charge a lot more
because we do not know what we are
getting, when in reality they are mak-
ing a lot more money in the individual
market.

So for the people of Maryland, 38,000
of them are going to get, on average,
close to $500 in rebates thanks to the
passage of the Affordable Care Act,
thanks to the passage of health reform,
and thanks to the Supreme Court up-
holding our right to do it.

The same thing is true in the small
group markets where we find that
there will be 3.3 million Americans get-
ting rebate checks who are in the small
group markets. These are the markets,
of course, in which again the options
were not as great, more difficult, be-
cause of insurance carriers not being as
anxious to insure people in small group
markets as they are in the larger mar-
kets.

The average rebate per family will be
$174. In Maryland that number again is
higher, $310 for the 13,000 people in
Maryland. It also applies to those in
the large group markets. These are the
large plans. They also are going to see
rebates because the insurance carriers
charged excessive fees. And they are
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going to get premium dollar rebates.
Some 5.3 million Americans in these
large plans will see rebates that aver-
age $135. In my State of Maryland, it
will be 89,000 people, with rebates aver-
aging $268 a family. These are 1l-year
numbers. These continue every year.
So let me tell the people of Maryland
and the people of this country what
you can expect. You might get a check
that will be delivered to you in the
mail. It will be a rebate check. That is
as a result of the passage of the health
reform bill. You might also see a de-
posit into the account that automati-
cally pays for your health premiums,
because the insurance carrier can make
a direct deposit into the accounts
which are paying for these premiums.

It is possible you might find a reduc-
tion in future premiums. They can use
it to reduce your future premiums, but
they have to let you know that, so you
realize you are getting the rebate, but
it is being applied against future pre-
miums. Or if the employer is paying
the premiums, the rebates will go to
the employer, but the employer must
use it to benefit your plan. They can-
not use it for themselves. It is used to
help again the beneficiary. You will get
notice of that.

My purpose again is to make it clear
that you would not have gotten these
rebates but for the protections that are
in the Affordable Care Act. I know my
colleague from Vermont and I have
been on the floor many times pointing
out that all Americans, not just those
who do not have insurance today, not
just those who might have been dis-
criminated against because of pre-
existing conditions, not only that 24-
year-old who is now on her parent’s
policy, but all Americans have bene-
fited from the Affordable Care Act, the
protections that are in it.

Now millions who thought they were
being treated unfairly by their insur-
ance companies are going to be able to
get rebates because of excessive pre-
miums. The rule works in combination
with another provision of the law that
requires rate review to ensure premium
increases are reasonable. In other
words, we have put into the law protec-
tions against unreasonable increases in
your premiums. Insurance companies
are now required to justify any pre-
mium increases of 10 percent or higher.
Most States now have the authority to
determine whether these increases are
excessive, while HHS reviews rates in
States that do not operate under effec-
tive rate review programs.

That is how federalism should work.
States have an opportunity to act. If
they do not have adequate review, we
have national backup and protection to
make sure the rate reviews are being
handled in the appropriate way. So as
our constituents start to get the bene-
fits—another benefit of the health re-
form bill, and there are many more
that are starting to take effect, and we
will hear about some more of those
next week, on August 1—I wanted my
constituents of Maryland and my
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friends around the Nation to know we
have provided that you get value for
the premium dollar you pay for your
health insurance.

We back that up with enforcement,
so if there are excessive premiums
being charged, the insurance carriers
must rebate those premiums to you.
Millions of Americans will get the ben-
efit, starting now. We are pleased that
this type of protection is in the Afford-
able Care Act.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative proceeded
to call the roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE FARM BILL

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
wish to take a few moments to update
folks about what is happening as it re-
lates to the very important effort to
pass a b-year farm bill for our coun-
try—for our ranchers, for our farmers,
for those who care deeply about nutri-
tion and conservation policy for the
country.

We have somewhere between 16 and
20 million people who work in this
country because of agriculture—the
farm bill and food policy—and I am
very proud of all the work we did to-
gether to pass a bipartisan farm bill. In
doing that, we sent a very strong mes-
sage on a number of fronts that we
were committed to economic certainty
for our growers. We said we understand
the need to have long-term policies in
place, and we also sent a message
about disaster assistance.

I have spoken on the floor before, as
my colleagues have, about the very se-
rious situation happening all across
our country as it relates to livestock
and the broad question now of drought
in every region of the country. We also
have had areas, in addition to drought
in Michigan and other places, where
food growers have been hit with an
early warming and then a freeze again.
So we have had multiple reasons to
care about short-term disaster assist-
ance, and I am very proud the bill we
passed includes a very good livestock
disaster assistance program available
for this year which will be very helpful
for our livestock producers.

We also added provisions for fruit
growers that will help those who don’t
have access to any crop insurance.
That will not only include this year,
but we looked to the future by putting
in new options on crop insurance, new
tools for the risk management agency
to develop with growers, with com-
modity groups across the country crop
insurance for the future. So as we see
these kinds of weather disasters, they
will have more certainty because there
will be better coverage and broader
kinds of coverage for crop insurance for
all commodities, which we don’t have
today.
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We definitely need to pass a farm
bill. We need the House to pass a farm
bill both for long-term policy but also
for disaster assistance right now, and
we know this is an opportunity to
achieve deficit reduction. The only bi-
partisan effort we have had on deficit
reduction on the Senate floor—and I
would argue probably bipartisanship on
the House floor as well—has been
through the farm bill, with $23 billion
in deficit reduction, with major re-
forms, changes in policy, and elimi-
nating four different subsidies that are
there when growers don’t need them or
for things they don’t plant anymore
and replacing that with a risk-based,
market-based system for when farmers
truly do need us, as they do now.

So there is a whole range of things
we have done—reforms and strength-
ening conservation efforts in our coun-
try, focusing on the right policies
around nutrition, around local food
systems and so on—and all that is in
jeopardy at the moment because the
House, rather than bringing to the
floor the bill passed out of the House
committee, which, even though it is
different and I would argue doesn’t
have all the reforms we have and takes
a little different approach on commod-
ities and so on, it is a bill we can work
with to come to final agreement on be-
tween the House and the Senate. But
instead of bringing that to the floor,
getting it done, we are now hearing dis-
cussions about just passing some Kkind
of a disaster assistance program.

Certainly, we need to do that. We
have already passed it and we can
strengthen it as we move forward to a
conference committee and I would sup-
port doing that as well. But instead of
having a full 5-year farm bill policy,
they are talking about kicking the can
down the road one more time. That
seems to be a very popular strategy
around here. It is not one the public
wants us to use. They want to extend
the farm bill for another year, with no
deficit reduction, no reform, no cer-
tainty for farmers, and with policies
extended another year that don’t work
for a lot of industries and then just do
some disaster assistance. I think that
would be a disaster.

I know we have colleagues on both
sides of the aisle—and I am grateful for
the leadership of the chairman and
ranking member in the House for their
advocacy and leadership—who want to
get this done, but we need to know the
House leadership will allow that to
happen so we can get real reform, def-
icit reduction, and the kinds of policies
we need in place that will solve prob-
lems and provide the safety net all our
farmers need. If we end up in a situa-
tion with just an extension, what hap-
pens? As our distinguished Presiding
Officer knows, it would keep in place
for another year a dairy policy that
doesn’t work.

I remember, in 2009, sitting around
the table and talking about what was
happening to dairy farmers—folks
going out of business, losing their
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farms because of policies that didn’t
work. Now the House is talking about
extending those policies for another
year rather than adopting the changes
and the reforms we have put in place
that would help dairy farmers all
across the country. They are talking
about an extension that would elimi-
nate about half the support for fruit
and vegetable growers that we put in
place. In the last farm bill, I was proud
to offer that, and we strengthened that
in this farm bill. It is one of the largest
areas of commodities, groups of com-
modities, in the country. So that would
not be continued.

There are a number of things that,
frankly, would not be continued or
available, and there are a number of
things that would continue that are
bad policy. So if we have a 1l-year ex-
tension, we are continuing something
we rejected and that everybody on both
sides of the aisle in the House and Sen-
ate said they didn’t want to do, which
is direct payments going to farmers,
government payments, regardless of
whether the prices are high or low, in
good times or bad times, and con-
tinuing even on things that aren’t
grown anymore. We all said that makes
no sense.

We all said, instead, that we wanted
to move to a risk-based system and
have a strong safety net there when
farmers and ranchers need us, to
strengthen crop insurance and make
sure farmers have skin in the game;
that they are sharing in the cost on
crop insurance.

But none of that happens with a sim-
ple 1l-year extension. We continue
things we have all said are not good
policy, that cost taxpayers money, and
that we shouldn’t be spending our
money on at a time of huge deficits;
that we should not have those kinds of
subsidies in place. We eliminated four
of those, with $15 billion in savings
alone in the commodity title. All that
would go away under what the House is
talking about. We would be continuing
things people have said were bad pol-
icy. Everyone talks about reforms and
changes, but this would continue the
old ways.

We eliminated about 100 different
programs, duplication, and things that
do not work anymore—redundancy,
whatever it is. About 100 different pro-
grams we eliminated in what we
passed. They would all continue—every
single one of them—for another year if
we just do a 1-year extension.

Let me just say in conclusion that I
encourage House colleagues to join
with us. We can have differences in
what our commodity title looks like,
and I respect those differences. We can
work those out if we have the oppor-
tunity to negotiate in good faith and
get things done. We will do that. We
can have differences in what should
happen in the nutrition title, but we
should not be saying to farmers and
growers that we are going to walk
away from them and put in place an-
other kick-the-can-down-the-road
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strategy that keeps bad policy or no
policy going, no deficit reduction, and
puts us in a situation where, frankly, 1
year from now it is tougher and it is a
bigger mess than ever, with our grow-
ers trying to go to the bank, trying to
figure out what they are going to do
when planting season comes and mak-
ing decisions, all the while looking at
us and asking: What happened here?
Why did you do this?

We did our job in the Senate on a
strong bipartisan basis. It was a lot of
hard work. We spent a lot of time here.
We need to complete the job. If our
House colleagues will come together
with us; if the Speaker, the leadership
in the House, will decide to give us a
vehicle with which to do that, I am
very confident we can get the job done.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, for
the information of my colleagues, 1
know the Senate majority leader is in
discussions with the Republican leader,
and I know the hope is we can soon
have the vote on a motion to proceed
to S. 3414. But as yet I have not been
informed there has been the necessary
meeting of minds. I hope it will be
soon, and I hope everyone will support
it.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. HOEVEN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3445
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. HOEVEN. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
SHAHEEN). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the call of
the quorum be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE ECONOMY

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President,
there has been a lot of talk about one
of the major issues we as a nation are
going to have to deal with, and cer-
tainly the Presidential candidates will
be talking about it during the next few
months, and that is that we have a $16
trillion national debt and we have a $1
trillion deficit. I think all Americans
understand this is a very important
issue, and it is something we as a na-
tion are going to have to grapple with.

How we deal with the deficit and the
national debt is certainly one of the
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most important and interesting issues
we are going to have to address.

What I find interesting is that when
we talk about the deficit and the na-
tional debt, there seems to be, among
some of my colleagues, collective am-
nesia. It is as if this debt and deficit
popped up yesterday and we have no
understanding of how we got to where
we are today.

I would like to take a moment to re-
mind some of my friends that back in
January of 2001—not so many years
ago—when President Bill Clinton left
office, this country was not running a
deficit, it was running a very signifi-
cant surplus of some $236 billion. That
is a very significant surplus. As a mat-
ter of fact, in 2001 the Congressional
Budget Office projected that we would
have Federal budget surpluses totaling
$5.6 trillion from 2002 to 2011. In other
words, when Clinton left office there
was a very significant surplus, and the
projection was that surplus was going
to go up and up. What happened? Well,
that is a question we need a little bit of
time to discuss.

I find it interesting that there is no
context for deficit reduction. Let me
suggest that, in fact, some of the peo-
ple who come down to this floor and
talk the loudest about the deficit and
the national debt are precisely those
same people who caused the national
debt of $16 trillion and a deficit of over
$1 trillion.

How did we get to where we are today
from the time when Clinton left office
and we had a significant surplus? No. 1,
many of our deficit hawks who are
coming down to the Senate floor tell-
ing us about all the programs we have
to cut for the middle class, working
families, our children, and the elderly,
are real deficit hawks. My goodness.
When it came to the war in Iraq, many
of us voted against it since it didn’t
make a whole lot of sense. We also
noted that our deficit hawk friends
went to war—I believe for the first
time in the history of America—and
forgot they would have to pay for that
war. I think some of us might hold a
little bit of doubt in some of the com-
ments of our friends about their real
sincerity and concern about deficit re-
duction when they went to a war in
Iraq which will end up—after we take
care of the last veteran wounded in
that war 80 years from now or when-
ever—costing probably $3 trillion.

Well, if you spend $3 trillion to go to
war, forget to pay for it, and then come
to the Senate floor and tell us how con-
cerned you are about the deficit and
the national debt, some of us are say-
ing: Well, maybe that is not the case.
Where were their concerns about the
deficit when they went to war when we
had a deficit hawk President named
George W. Bush? So that is one of the
major reasons we are running a $1 tril-
lion deficit right now.

The second reason is—and you don’t
have to have a Ph.D. in economics to
understand it—that if in the middle of
a war they decide to give huge tax
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breaks, including $1 trillion over a 10-
year period to the top 2 percent, the
billionaires and millionaires, so $1 tril-
lion is not coming into the Federal
Government, that adds to the deficit. I
ask my Republican friends where was
their concern about the deficit and the
national debt when they gave $1 tril-
lion in tax breaks to millionaires and
billionaires?

The third point I wish to make is
that we are in the middle of a horren-
dous recession. Unemployment is sky
high and underemployment is sky high.
People have lost homes and their life
savings. People are hurting. This reces-
sion was caused by the efforts—and I
must confess, not just a Republican ef-
fort but also a Democratic effort—and
the bipartisan desire to deregulate
Wall Street because people believed
that if we deregulate Wall Street and
allow insurance companies to merge
with commercial banks and investor
banks and we do away with Glass-
Steagall, my goodness, those folks on
Wall Street—honest people with great
integrity—would just create wealth for
all Americans. That is what Alan
Greenspan, Robert Rubin, and all these
guys were telling us. I was a member of
the Financial Services Committee in
the House and never believed that for
one moment. It never made an iota of
sense to me. Anyway, these guys
fought for deregulation. We had de-
regulation, and as a result of the greed,
recklessness, and illegal behavior on
Wall Street, we were plunged into the
terrible recession we are in now.

One of the points that are very rarely
made on the Senate floor is that today,
at 15.2 percent as a percentage of GDP,
revenue is the lowest in more than 60
years. So it is easy for people to come
to the Senate floor and say we have to
cut, cut, cut. They forget to tell us
that as a result of the Wall Street-
caused recession, at 15.2 percent, rev-
enue is the lowest as a percentage of
GDP in more than 60 years. That is an
issue we have to deal with.

You know what, we don’t increase
our revenue when we give more tax
breaks to billionaires. We don’t in-
crease our revenue when we say that at
a time when we have tripled military
spending since 1997, maybe we need
even more for the military. That is not
a way to reduce the deficit.

Now, what do my Republican friends
and some Democrats say? Well, they
come to the Senate floor and sud-
denly—after going to war without pay-
ing for it, after giving huge tax breaks
to the rich, after deregulating Wall
Street—realize we have a deficit prob-
lem, and they are very concerned about
this deficit problem. They come to the
Senate floor and say: The only way we
can go forward is to cut Social Secu-
rity. Social Security is funded inde-
pendently. It hasn’t added one nickel
to the deficit, but we are going to cut
Social Security anyway. We are going
to cut Medicare, we are going to cut
Medicaid, we are going to cut Pell
grants, we are going to cut education,
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and we are going to cut environmental
protection. That is deficit reduction.

Are we going to ask millionaires and
billionaires, who are doing phenome-
nally well, whose effective tax rate is
the lowest in decades, to pay one nick-
el more in taxes? No, we can’t do that,
but we can cut Social Security, Medi-
care, Medicaid, education, and every
program that the children, seniors, and
working families of this country de-
pend upon.

Now, to add insult to injury in terms
of this movement supported by big-
money interests that have so much in-
fluence over what goes on here in Con-
gress, it is important to look at the
playing field of the American economy
today to understand what is going on.
Are the people on top really hurting
and suffering? Are large corporations
today really struggling under onerous
corporate taxes? The answer is, obvi-
ously not.

We don’t talk about it enough, and
too few people even mention it, but I
do, and I will continue. It is important
today to understand that the United
States has the most unequal distribu-
tion of wealth and income since the
1920s and the most unequal distribution
of wealth and income of any major
country on Earth. Why is that impor-
tant? It is important to know that. Be-
fore we cut Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid, education, and the ability of
working-class kids to go to college, we
have to know the condition of how peo-
ple are doing today. The middle class
today is shrinking and poverty is in-
creasing. When we cut food stamps and
Medicaid, we are going to hurt a whole
lot of people, and in some cases very
tragically.

Just last week a member of my staff
went to southwest Virginia, and she
spent the day at a program in which
thousands of people in that area were
lining up to get dental and health care
because they didn’t have any health in-
surance. There are 45,000 Americans
who will die this year because they
don’t have health insurance and can’t
get to a doctor in time. There are peo-
ple who say: Let’s cut Medicaid. There
are people all over this country who
can’t find a dentist. There are children
who are suffering from dental decay.
Let’s cut Medicaid. Well, I don’t think
S0.

If we look at the country, the middle
class is shrinking, people are hurting,
but people on top are doing phenome-
nally well. Very few people talk about
it. I am going to talk about it. In the
last study we have seen in terms of in-
come distribution in this country—and
that is what happened between 2009 be-
tween and 2010—93 percent of all new
income created over that year went to
the top 1 percent. I will say it again.
Ninety-three percent of all new income
in that year went to the top 1 percent.
The bottom 99 percent had the privi-
lege of sharing the remaining 7 per-
cent. Yet, when we ask the people on
top to maybe pay a little bit more in
taxes, oh my goodness, there are lobby-
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ists all over Capitol Hill saying: We
can’t afford to. We are down to our last
$50 billion. We just can’t afford another
nickel in taxes. We need that money
now. Thanks to Citizens United, we can
pump that money into political cam-
paigns.

One family who is worth $50 billion is
going to put $400 million into the cam-
paign. Another guy who is worth $20
billion can’t pay more in taxes, but he
does have hundreds of millions to pour
into political campaigns.

In terms of distribution of wealth,
which is a different category of costs
than distribution of income, we have
an incredible situation. I hope people
understand what is going on in this
country, where one family—one family,
the Walton family, of Wal-Mart—now
owns more wealth at $89 billion than
the bottom 40 percent of the American
people. One family owns more wealth
than the bottom 40 percent. Do we
know what some folks want to do here?
They want to repeal the entire estate
tax and give that family a very sub-
stantial tax break, because owning $89
billion is obviously not enough. They
are struggling. We have to give them a
tax break while we cut Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid. If that makes
any sense to the American people, I
would be very surprised, and it does
not make sense to the American peo-
ple.

According to a February 2011 Wash-
ington Post poll, while more than 70
percent of Americans oppose cutting
Social Security and Medicare, 81 per-
cent supported a surtax on millionaires
to reduce the deficit. My guess is if we
go to New Hampshire, Maine, or any
other State in America and we say to
people, we have a deficit problem and
the choice is between cutting Social
Security or asking millionaires and
billionaires to pay more in taxes, there
is, in my view, no State in America—
no State in this country, no matter
how red it may be—where people will
say: Cut Social Security and Medicare
and Medicaid, but don’t raise taxes on
millionaires and billionaires. I don’t
believe that is true anyplace in Amer-
ica.

Today, the top 1 percent owns 40 per-
cent of the wealth of our Nation while
the bottom 60 percent owns less than 2
percent. The top 1 percent owns 40 per-
cent; the bottom 60 percent owns less
than 2 percent, and there are Members
of this Senate coming to the floor and
saying we are going to punish the bot-
tom 60 percent and we are going to give
more to the people on top.

There was a study that recently
came out that talks about the ability
of billionaires and corporations to use
tax havens. What we know—and I am a
member of the Budget Committee—is
that millionaires and billionaires and
corporations in this country are avoid-
ing paying about $100 billion every sin-
gle year by using tax havens in the
Cayman Islands, in Bermuda, Panama,
and other countries. Maybe, just
maybe, before we cut Social Security

S5449

and Medicare, we might want to pass
legislation to make those people start
paying their fair share in taxes and do
away with those tax havens.

Let me conclude by saying we are in
a pivotal moment in American history.
If we as a Nation do not get our act to-
gether, in my view, we will move even
more rapidly in the direction of an oli-
garchy, where we will have a few peo-
ple on the top with incredible wealth
controlling not only our economy but
also, through Citizens United, the po-
litical life of this country. We are see-
ing that playing out right here on the
floor of the Senate, with people who
are turning their backs on working
families and the middle class, and at a
time when the wealthiest people are
doing phenomenally well, fighting for
more tax breaks for people who abso-
lutely don’t need them.

I hope the American people pay rapt
attention to this debate, and I hope the
American people get involved in this
debate, because if they do not, mark
my words, within 4 months, a handful
of people, supported by corporate
America and the big money interests,
are going to bring down to this floor a
deficit reduction proposal which will
cut Social Security, Medicare, Med-
icaid, and give more tax breaks to the
wealthiest people in this country. It
will have virtually all Republican sup-
port. It will have some Democratic sup-
port. If we don’t aggressively oppose
this approach, that is exactly what will
happen.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I appre-
ciate my friend yielding, my dear
friend from Vermont.

——————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF ROBERT E.
BACHARACH TO BE UNITED
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR
THE TENTH CIRCUIT

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to executive
session to consider Calendar No. 759,
the nomination of Robert E.
Bacharach, of Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the nomination.

The assistant bill clerk read the
nomination of Robert E. Bacharach, of
Oklahoma, to be United States Circuit
Judge for the Tenth Circuit.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Madam President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk with re-
spect to this nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
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Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the nomination
of Robert E. Bacharach, of Oklahoma, to be
United States Circuit Judge for the 10th Cir-
cuit.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Thomas R.
Carper, Tom Udall, Robert Menendez,
Kirsten E. Gillibrand, Dianne Fein-
stein, Kent Conrad, Christopher A.
Coons, Herb Kohl, Amy Klobuchar,
Jack Reed, Ron Wyden, Richard J. Dur-
bin, Jeff Merkley, Richard Blumenthal,
Sherrod Brown.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate resume legislative ses-
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

CYBERSECURITY ACT OF 2012—
MOTION TO PROCEED—Continued

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that at 3:30 p.m. today, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on the motion to proceed—
or what we can do, we will start the
vote at 3:25; and if somebody is going
to be a bit late, we will protect them
on that.

So I ask unanimous consent we start
voting at 3:25 p.m. today on the motion
to proceed to S. 3414, the cybersecurity
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I meant
that request to be 3:22 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. All for my friend from
Louisiana.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the motion to
proceed to calendar No. 470, S. 3414, a bill to
enhance the security and resiliency of the
cyber and communications infrastructure of
the United States.

Harry Reid, Joseph I. Lieberman, John
D. Rockefeller IV, Dianne Feinstein,
Sheldon Whitehouse, Barbara A. Mi-
kulski, Barbara Boxer, Jeff Bingaman,
Patty Murray, Max Baucus, Charles E.
Schumer, Bill Nelson, Christopher A.
Coons, Tom Udall, Carl Levin, Mark R.
Warner, Ben Nelson.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to S. 3414, a bill to enhance the
security and resiliency of the cyber and
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communications infrastructure in the
United States, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. CON-
RAD) is necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), and
the Senator from Utah (Mr. LEE).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT) would have voted ‘‘nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 84,
nays 11, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 185 Leg.]

YEAS—84
Akaka Franken Mikulski
Alexander Gillibrand Murkowski
Ayotte Graham Murray
Begich Grassley Nelson (NE)
Bennet Hagan Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Harkin Portman
Blumenthal Hatch Pryor
Blunt Hoeven Reed
Boozman Hutchison Reid
Boxer Inouye Risch
Brown (MA) Isakson Rockefeller
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Sanders
Burr Kerry Schumer
Cantwell Klobuchar Sessions
Cardin Kohl Shaheen
Carper Kyl Shelby
Casey Landrieu Snowe
Chambliss Lautenberg Stabenow
Coats Leahy Thune
Coburn Levin Toomey
Cochran Lieberman Udall (CO)
Collins Lugar Udall (NM)
Coons Manchin Vitter
Corker McCain Warner
Cornyn McCaskill Webb
Crapo McConnell Whitehouse
Durbin Menendez Wicker
Feinstein Merkley Wyden

NAYS—11
Barrasso Johanns Roberts
Baucus Johnson (WI) Rubio
Enzi Moran Tester
Heller Paul

NOT VOTING—5

Conrad Inhofe Lee
DeMint Kirk

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 84, the nays are 11.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will yield to the
leader. I thank him, too, for that re-
sounding vote, which seems to me not
that the debate is over but the debate
is going to begin, and an overwhelming
majority of the Members of the Senate
want to adopt cybersecurity legisla-
tion.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I
come to the floor today to express my
concerns about S.3414, the Cybersecu-
rity Act of 2012. Like many of my col-
leagues, I voted today to allow the Sen-
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ate to fully debate and consider amend-
ments to this bill, but I want to make
it clear that I have some significant
concerns about this legislation and un-
less improvements are made, I cannot
support the legislation in its current
form.

At the outset, let me just say, I do
firmly believe that the Congress should
take action to address our Nation’s
vulnerability to cyber threats. A cyber
attack on our critical infrastructure,
whether it be our energy grid, a re-
gional water supply, or our financial
markets, could significantly harm our
economy, our national security, and
our way of life. However, the legisla-
tion before us today still needs signifi-
cant improvement before it can become
the law of the land.

I have heard from many in Missouri,
including many companies operating or
associated with the types of critical in-
frastructure that will be subject to the
provisions of this legislation. They
have raised concerns that, as currently
structured, S. 3414 would create redun-
dant oversight structures and add addi-
tional standards. Moreover, the bill
may have the effect of creating a new
Federal system that these entities will
have to comply with even though many
already work within well-established
systems related to developing security
standards and responding to cyber
threats. I cannot support legislation
that creates new and duplicative sys-
tems that will impact Missouri busi-
nesses in a negative way. While ad-
dressing the critical national security
aspects of improving our Nation’s de-
fenses against and ability to respond to
cyber attacks, cybersecurity legisla-
tion must improve the regulatory
scheme and streamline processes for
businesses, not the opposite.

Additionally, the carrot-and-stick
approach that is created by the current
bill would limit the sharing of cyber
threat information, in a protected fash-
ion, to those private entities which are
participating in the voluntary cyberse-
curity program the bill would create.
Those in the program would have to
adopt specific standards and in return
would receive relevant real-time cyber
threat information. Those not accept-
ing those standards and entering the
program would not receive the protec-
tions of the program and would be lim-
ited in the cyber threat information
they receive. Given that sharing such
information could potentially thwart a
cyber attack, it seems absurd that such
information would go unshared because
a particular entity was not a partici-
pant in the voluntary system. Such a
provision inhibits the very type of in-
formation sharing we are trying to pro-
mote in order to enhance cyber secu-
rity. In this respect, the carrot-and-
stick approach simply does not make
sense.

I also remain concerned with the
scope of responsibility this legislation
provides to the Department of Home-
land Security. As we have found
throughout the history of DHS, it has
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relied heavily upon a contract work-
force in order to satisfy its mission. At
this time, the Department does not
have the necessary expertise it will
need to guide a multi-agency, multi-
sector council in evaluating whether or
not proposed cybersecurity standards
are sufficient to address the evolving
nature of cyber threats. The decision
to place DHS in such a critical role
leadership role in regards to many as-
pects of the cybersecurity scheme pro-
posed by this legislation needs to be re-
visited.

I have other concerns with this legis-
lation, but these are my chief concerns.
I am pleased that both of the Senate’s
leaders have indicated that this legis-
lation will be subject to a robust
amendment process. I look forward to
evaluating the amendments brought
forward to this legislation, and I am
hopeful that the amendments will im-
prove the bill enough so that I can sup-
port it. If not, I will oppose the legisla-
tion and send it back to the committee
process, where more work can be un-
dertaken to generate an acceptable
piece of cybersecurity legislation.
Whether now or in the future, the Sen-
ate does need to pass legislation. But it
must be legislation that is well crafted,
balanced, and workable for the busi-
nesses that will operate under its
scheme.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 9

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
shortly I am going to be asking unani-
mous consent to pass the annual
Burma sanctions bill that we have re-
newed about this time every year for
the last decade. The bill was reported
out of the Finance Committee on a
voice vote last week along with a pack-
age of other unrelated measures as part
of S. 3326.

Some of my colleagues have some
concerns about those other sections.
This is unrelated to the Burmese Free-
dom and Democracy Act. As I indi-
cated, on behalf of my colleagues I
have offered—in fact, what I have done
in discussions off the floor is offer to
find a time to set up a vote on S. 3326
on behalf of my colleagues.

I believe a vote is the best way to re-
solve the impasse surrounding this bill.
However, our friends on the other side
have as yet not agreed to that. So in
the absence of a vote on the larger bill,
I think the best way to proceed is for
the Senate to go ahead and pass this
important and noncontroversial for-
eign policy measure today.

This is a very timely issue. These
sanctions actually expire today. If we
do not act now to extend them, I do not
know when the Senate will have a
chance to address this important issue.
Consideration of this year’s Burmese
Freedom and Democracy Act comes
amidst historic changes that are occur-
ring on the ground in Burma. Aung San
Suu Kyi, long a political prisoner of
the country, is now actually a member
of the Parliament.
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The National League for Democracy,
once a completely banned organiza-
tion, now actively participates in polit-
ical life in Burma. For these reasons
and others, the administration, which I
support, has taken a number of actions
to acknowledge the impressive reforms
that President Thein Sein and his gov-
ernment have instituted thus far. The
United States has responded by sending
an ambassador to Burma. That is the
first time we have had an ambassador
there in two decades.

The administration also largely
waived the investment ban and finan-
cial restrictions permitting U.S. busi-
nesses to begin investing in that coun-
try. However, significant challenges in
Burma still lie ahead. Ongoing violence
in the Kachin State and the sectarian
tensions in the Arakan State reflect a
long-term challenge confronting the
country related to national reconcili-
ation.

Hundreds of political prisoners re-
main behind bars. The constitution
still has a number of totally undemo-
cratic elements. And the regime’s rela-
tionship with North Korea, especially
when it comes to arms sales with
Pyongyang, remains an issue of grave
concern to us.

Sanctions with respect to Burma
should be renewed in order to provide
the administration with the flexibility
it needs to encourage continued re-
forms in that country, to encourage
the government to tackle these re-
maining tough issues. Failure to renew
the sanctions could undermine the ad-
ministration’s diplomatic efforts in
Burma, which I support, and could send
the wrong signal to the Burmese Gov-
ernment that they have done all they
need to do. But where are we?

Therefore, the only way I see getting
this resolved in time to keep the sanc-
tions from expiring today is for the
Senate to go ahead and pass this, and
ask the House to pick it up and pass it
as soon as they return next week.
Hopefully, we can resolve this ex-
tremely important issue that other
Members have with other sections of S.
3326, completely unrelated to the effort
to renew Burma sanctions, and pass
those other important trade priorities
next week.

In the meantime, this is a terrible
message for us to be sending. This is an
extremely big issue. It may sound like
a small issue; it is a big issue in
Burma. Secretary Clinton has been
there, I have been there, Senator
McCAIN has been there, and Senator
COLLINS. Senator FEINSTEIN has been
active on this issue. This is no small
matter in a country that we have been
hoping would move in the direction of
reform, and finally is.

I know there is always a debate
about whether sanctions have made a
difference. When I was in Burma in
January, in addition to meeting with
Suu Kyi I was also meeting with gov-
ernment officials. Every single one of
the government officials brought up
the sanctions. It convinced me that
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they must have made a difference.
Now, because of the changes that have
occurred, the administration and I,
who have been involved in this issue
for two decades, are in total agreement
about the way to handle it, which is to
renew the sanctions after which the ad-
ministration will waive a substantial
number of them as a further indication
that the sanctions remain there, al-
though not currently operative, be-
cause of the changes that have oc-
curred in the country. So I think it is
a big mistake to have this important
foreign policy matter attached to and
stymied by, apparently, differences
over other unrelated parts of the meas-
ure.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the Finance Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
H.R. 9; provided further that the Sen-
ate proceed to its immediate consider-
ation; all after the enacting clause be
stricken and the text of section 3 of
H.R. 3326 be inserted in lieu thereof.

For the information of Senators, as I
indicated, the Burma sanctions lan-
guage expires today. This would avoid
that.

So I finally ask unanimous consent
that the bill be read a third time,
passed, and the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BLUMENTHAL). The Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I very much ap-
preciate and admire the efforts of the
Senator from Kentucky to keep pro-
posing sanctions on Burma. In fact, the
Senator will remember that 3 or 4
months ago I went out of my way to
praise the Senator when he stood up
for Burma. In fact, he may remember
his press office called my office to say
thank you. Gosh, Senator BAUCUS
thanked the leader, and I meant it. I
very much admire the effort and the
way the Senator has undertaken to
maintain these sanctions.

We are all very proud of Aung San
Suu Kyi for winning the Nobel Prize, in
London, when she visited Europe not
long ago. I remember watching her on
television. She has done so much for
her country and stood so much for the
people of Burma. It is astounding. I
have not had the privilege of meeting
her personally, but I have watched her
from afar and with great admiration
and not only would thank her but
again thank the Senator for his efforts.

One can say the other matters are
unrelated, but one could also say the
Burma issue is riding along with the
AGOA bill. There are thousands of Af-
rican women who have lost their jobs
because we have not acted on the
AGOA bill, and they tend to be single
moms—thousands—because they can’t
get orders to sell in the United States.
Consequently, jobs in the United
States now are in jeopardy because the
AGOA bill has not been extended.

It is true the AGOA bill does not ex-
pire until the end of September. That
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is true. However, as a practical matter,
these women have lost their jobs al-
ready because American companies are
not taking orders from African coun-
tries that are providing the apparel
that are otherwise provided for under
the AGOA bill. It is a huge issue for
those African women who have lost
their jobs as well as a lot of American
companies that are in jeopardy because
they can’t receive the apparel from the
African companies if this is not ex-
tended.

I might say, too, the DR-CAFTA bill
is similar. That puts in jeopardy a lot
of jobs in South Carolina and North
Carolina. So in a certain sense it is a
jobs bill. Both these bills are impor-
tant. They are very important. This
package was put together and agreed
to by Senators on the committee, Re-
publicans and Democrats both. It was
agreed to by leadership offices, both
sides. We worked hard, as the leader
often does, to get consensus around
here. So this was the thought, to put
the bills together, and all Republicans
agreed.

There was one Senator who said he
had a problem with one of the pay-fors,
and, frankly, it is a pay-for this body
has adopted many times. That Senator
himself has voted for this pay-for many
times. It just seems to me, if we break
up the package, then the package is
broken and it puts in jeopardy those
other provisions because Senators will
want to offer amendments. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky well knows, once
we start going down that road, things
get hung up around here; the main
point being these are both very impor-
tant bills, and the other main point
being it was agreed to. This package
was agreed to all the way around, and
I think at this point it does not make
sense to break it up.

So I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if I
may, I believe the Burma sanctions bill
has been renewed without additional
matters attached to it for some 10
years now on an annual basis. I am per-
plexed as to why this year it was
turned into a package.

I agree with the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee that it
was agreed to. But there is a dispute
between the chairman of the Finance
Committee and another member of the
Finance Committee who is on the floor,
and Senator COBURN can speak for him-
self. I might say, I don’t have a dog in
that fight. As far as I am concerned,
that is another matter. No matter how
important that may be, I doubt a fail-
ure to pass the other measure, which
doesn’t expire until September, creates
a major potential foreign policy prob-
lem which could well be created by the
Burma sanctions bill expiring later
today.

I will not argue the rest of the bill is
important or unimportant. I frankly
don’t know much about the rest of the
bill. I do know something about the
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Burma sanctions bill, having offered
the original bill 10 years ago and hav-
ing been on the floor as we renewed it
annually during that period, and I am
pretty confident this will be perceived
in Burma as a problem. It seems to me
it is a completely avoidable problem.

As to the rest of it, the Senator from
Oklahoma is here and he can speak for
himself, so I defer to him and to the
chairman of the Finance Committee to
discuss the balance of the bill. But it
would have been my hope, had the
chairman of the Finance Committee
not objected, since it was cleared on
my side—and it was cleared on my side,
regardless of previous understandings
about putting the package together, by
the ranking member of the Finance
Committee, Senator HATCH, and by
Senator COBURN—to split the Burma
sanctions bill off and pass it free-
standing today on a voice vote.

So with respect to the consent agree-
ment I offered, which was objected to,
I want to make sure everybody under-
stands there were no objections to it on
the Republican side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard to the request of the Re-
publican leader.

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I do not
want to belabor the point. The Obama
administration is opposed to splitting
the package apart. They are in favor of
keeping the package as it is, and I
think for good reason because the ad-
ministration favors both Burma as well
as AGOA and DR-CAFTA. That is the
reason. They are both very important.
It is for that reason I think it makes
sense.

The Senator is correct. It is very
easy to resolve this thing by pro-
ceeding with Burma and AGOA. But if
the leader wants to keep talking, I am
more than willing, over the next week,
to see if there is another resolution to
work this out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
would just ask a question of the Sen-
ator. What I hear is that the Demo-
cratic administration and Democratic
Senators are opposed to passing the
Burma sanctions bill today free-
standing? Is that what I hear the chair-
man of the Finance Committee saying?

Mr. BAUCUS. That is not what the
Senator heard me say.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Then why did the
Senator object to the request?

Mr. BAUCUS. Because the adminis-
tration and I want them both.

Mr. McCONNELL. But the Senator
can’t get them both unless he can work
this out with my good friend, the Sen-
ator from OKklahoma, who is on the
floor and who may want to address this
matter.

Mr. BAUCUS. I am more than willing
to sit down and try to work this out,
but at this point I think any attempt
to split them out is to jeopardize the
AGOA bill, and as I mentioned earlier,
there are already thousands of women
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who have lost their jobs in Africa be-
cause of our delay in passing AGOA.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me make sure
I understand where we are. The consent
agreement to pass the Burma sanctions
bill today, before it expires, is clear on
this side of the aisle—clear. The chair-
man of the Finance Committee has an-
nounced, to my surprise, that the ad-
ministration does not favor allowing
Burma sanctions to pass today because
it is attached to something related to
other matters.

So make no mistake about it, we
have, for the first time in the history
of this issue, turned it into a partisan
matter. We have spoken with one voice
in America relating to Burma, under
administrations of both parties and
Senates of both parties. Yet today, for
the first time, we have a partisan split
over an issue about which America
ought to be speaking with one voice.

I basically have said all I have to say.
I do want to hear from Senator
COBURN. I know he has strong feelings
about the other part of the measure
about which I am basically not famil-
iar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, first of
all, T would like to say I support all
three of these measures, in terms of
their passing. What I don’t support is
continuing the habit that has put this
country $16 trillion in debt.

To clarify, as a member of the Fi-
nance Committee, if one reads my
opening statement at that hearing, in
that markup, I objected to this bill on
the basis of pay-fors. I offered two sep-
arate amendments that, on the floor,
everybody would agree are germane be-
cause the money to pay for the $200
million comes out of trade areas. Yet
they were rejected as nongermane by
the chairman. So they weren’t offered
because he said he would reject them.
So to create the impression there was
no objection to the pay-for in this bill
and that everybody agreed is inac-
curate, to say the least.

I called Senator CooNs of Delaware,
who is interested in this, and I called
Senator BAUCUS when this came up,
and I told him I have a plan so we can
get this all done this week. I was will-
ing to lose a vote on the amendment to
have an opportunity to offer the
amendment and give my side of the
story by splitting these two so the
House could pass it. The House has now
gone home. Burma sanctions are no
longer available to be passed, except if
we were to do something extraordinary
with the House, which I understand
from the Speaker can happen. So
Burma sanctions could happen this
week.

But I wish to go back to the more im-
portant point. Regardless of whether I
voted for something in the past, using
the type of pay-for that is in this bill is
what I call the Wimpy mechanism:
Wimpy drives up to Wendy’s and orders
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a hamburger, and when he gets around
to the window he says: Don’t worry
about it, I will be back in 10 days to
pay for it. What we have done is use
custom user fees over 10 years to col-
lect enough money to pay for $200 mil-
lion.

With the waste that is in this govern-
ment, for us to use a 10-year pay-for on
something that will be expended over 3
years means we are not capable of ad-
dressing the much bigger issues in
front of our country. If we can’t find
$200 million in a $3.6 trillion budget, we
are unqualified to be here.

What I would say to my friends and
my colleague on the Senate Finance
Committee is that somebody has to
start saying no. I would remind every-
one of a lecture I got from Senator
Pete Domenici on a land bill about 2
years ago. He said: We have always
done it that way. I said: You know
what, you are right, and that is why we
are in trouble. So the financing mecha-
nism on this bill denies the situation
we are in and charges out over 10 years
custom user fees to pay for it.

No other American business, no other
company, no other family gets that
kind of luxury, especially when they
are in debt at 105 percent of their GDP.
If we look at where we are, the average
American, what we can say is that we
are taking in $563,000, we are spending
$73,000, and what we actually owe is
$380,000. We can’t keep doing that. That
is how it would relate to the individual
family in this country.

The objection was not on the bills.
There was no lack of effort on my part
to reach out and solve this problem be-
fore now and now the minority leader
has offered a way to solve the problem
on the sanctions for Burma and it is
objected to. So not only do we not get
to offer amendments in committee, we
do not get to offer amendments on the
floor. The one thing we need to accom-
plish today we are not going to accom-
plish because we don’t want to allow
amendments.

Because we want to keep doing it the
way we have always done it. And the
way we have always done it has bank-
rupted our country and stolen from our
children and grandchildren. It is not
acceptable anymore.

That is the truth. Everything else is
the game that Washington plays. And I
will tell my colleagues, I am still will-
ing to work on this. I have a commit-
ment to the Senator from Delaware
that next week, if this comes up, I will
be the first to offer that amendment
and get it out of the way, taking a very
short period of time with the Senate.
But I want a recorded vote of the Sen-
ators in this body that they want to
steal the customs user fees for 10 years
for just a $200 million pay-for. If that is
what you really want to do, then vote
that way. But go out and defend it in-
stead of taking something this admin-
istration has recommended we cut—
which is what I am using to pay for it,
something this administration has rec-
ommended to pay for it—and vote
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against what your own President
says—here is something we need to
eliminate.

I don’t get it. The American people
don’t get it. No wonder we have a 9-per-
cent approval rating.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to briefly con-
tribute what I can to this debate.

One of the great honors, as the Pre-
siding Officer knows, in being a fresh-
man is the opportunity to preside. I
had the opportunity to preside when
the Republican leader came to the
floor and spoke to Burma sanctions. So
I just wanted to say to the Republican
leader that because of that speech, I
have familiarized myself with the issue
of Burma sanctions that he spoke to
earlier. I do think it is important that
we move to it. I do think it is impor-
tant to move forward on it.

But the Republican leader made the
comment earlier that he doesn’t much
understand the other part of the bill,
which is AGOA, the African Growth
and Opportunity Act. I choose to stand
briefly to speak to that because I am
the chair of the African Affairs Sub-
committee of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

Senator ISAKSON and I joined with
Congresswoman BASS and Congressman
SMITH in twice receiving dozens of Am-
bassadors from across the continent 3
months ago and 9 months ago as they
expressed their grave concern about
the thousands of mostly women all
across the continent who are losing
their jobs as we delay.

The AGOA reauthorization expires in
September, and I am grateful for Chair-
man BAUCUS and for his vigorous pur-
suit of renewal in a timely fashion.
AGOA needs to be renewed promptly,
not in September. In part, I believe
this is why the administration has in-
sisted on holding together Burma sanc-
tions and this AGOA reauthorization—
it is because of the urgency of getting
AGOA reauthorized.

It dates back to the Clinton adminis-
tration. It was first signed into law a
dozen years ago. I think it has real im-
portance for our view in Africa, for how
the United States is viewed in Africa,
for our bilateral relations with more
than a dozen countries. I would be
happy to answer questions about it.

But we have three different issues
here: the concerns the Senator from
Oklahoma has raised about the pay-for,
and I respect his concerns about budget
and budgetary discipline and dealing
with our deficit; the concerns the Re-
publican leader has raised about Burma
and about sanctions and about our on-
going role as a global leader in pressing
for the liberation of people and process
in Burma; and the concerns many
other Senators and I have shared about
timely reauthorization of the African
Growth and Opportunity Act. Unfortu-
nately, the three of them intersect in a
way that today is preventing us from
moving forward.
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It is my hope that the Republican
leader, the chairman of the Finance
Committee, the Senator from OKla-
homa, and I can sit down and craft
some responsible compromise that al-
lows this to move forward because, if
my understanding is correct, it is the
concerns of the Senator from OKkla-
homa that are preventing us from mov-
ing forward at this point, and it is the
administration’s concerns that are pre-
venting breaking apart the Burma
sanctions and AGOA sanctions. And
there is a third provision relating to
CAFTA, if I am not mistaken. So if we
could work together in a way that
finds a responsible path forward, it is
still possible.

There is bipartisan support in the
House for the passage of this package.
In fact, I believe they were prepared to
pass it by unanimous consent earlier
this week and only hesitated to pro-
ceed because they heard there was a
hold here in the Senate.

I would like to work together in a
way that can demonstrate to the peo-
ple of Burma, to the people of Africa,
and to the people around the world
that this greatest deliberative body on
Earth can still work out issues of this
scale in a timely fashion. So I offer my
willingness to work together to find a
path forward either tonight or in the
week ahead.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I don’t
mean to belabor the issue. I see the Re-
publican leader has left the floor. I
have just a couple of points.

One, I don’t want the impression to
be left here that this is a partisan mat-
ter. I don’t want the impression to be
left here that one party favors Burma
sanctions and the other doesn’t, and
the same with respect to AGOA provi-
sions. The fact is, these are both to-
tally bipartisan. Both political parties
favor these measures. It is just a mat-
ter of working out a way to pass them.

The Senator from Delaware has made
a very good point, so let’s see if we can
work things out within the next couple
or 3 days.

The Senator from Oklahoma makes a
very valid point, too; that is, some-
times we pay for measures around here
with measures that take several years
to actually pay for. It is a common
practice around here. And to say we
have done it once does not necessarily
mean it is right.

But I say to my good friend from
Oklahoma, who has voted for this kind
of measure 11 times, by my count, and
once even on the Burma bill, that when
we work over the next several weeks
and next several months on resolving
the fiscal cliff and tax reform, it will
be a good opportunity to find ways to
reduce our budget deficits, both spend-
ing and revenue, and an opportunity to
address it in a way that does not do vi-
olence to them and that respects the
concept the Senator from Oklahoma
was mentioning. He has mentioned a
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concept that applies not just with re-
spect to customs user fees but for a lot
of tax provisions around here, and I
think it is something we should talk
about and figure out how we want to
handle it. But in the meantime, I just
suggest that—let’s keep talking. There
are a few days left here before we leave
for the August recess.

I thank my colleagues for working
together to try to find a solution.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

GUOR MARIAL AND THE 2012 OLYMPICS

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, to-
morrow the attention of the world will
turn to London as we witness the open-
ing of the 2012 Summer Olympics. Over
10,000 athletes representing 204 nations
from around the world will be com-
peting in hundreds of sporting events
at the games of the 30th Olympiad.
Here in the United States, we will be
cheering on the 529 U.S. athletes as
they look to bring home the gold for
the United States of America. The
Olympics no doubt will have countless
stories of triumph and disappointment,
competition and camaraderie.

I rise today to share the remarkable
story of one particular athlete who will
be competing this year. His story is
one of inspiring triumph of character
and spirit. But until just days ago, this
Olympian had no flag to compete
under. This story is about a talented
young runner named Guor Marial
whose mere survival in southern Sudan
defied the odds. Having escaped the
bloodshed and violence in war-torn
Sudan, Guor found his way to my home
State of New Hampshire as a teenage
refugee. Who could have imagined that
in just over a decade, Guor would be
applying for U.S. citizenship and trav-
eling to London to compete in the
Olympic marathon?

Guor was born in a town in what is
now part of the fledgling country of
South Sudan. Many of his family and
friends, including his brother, were
killed at the hands of Sudanese secu-
rity forces. Many more died of starva-
tion or disease brought on by the vio-
lence and unspeakable crimes com-
mitted by these Sudanese forces.

Before escaping Sudan, Guor was a
victim of violence on numerous occa-
sions. As a child, he was kidnapped
from his hometown and enslaved as a
laborer before eventually finding a way
to escape and return to his family.
Guor was severely beaten by the Suda-
nese police and had to spend days in a
hospital to recover. Finally, he was
able to flee to neighboring Egypt and
eventually to the peace and safety of
New Hampshire as a refugee seeking
asylum.

Guor arrived in my home State of
New Hampshire in 2001, almost exactly
11 years ago. He remembers that day
well and still considers New Hampshire
his home. He lived in Concord, the
State capital, moving in with the fami-
lies of his friends, teammates, and his
cross-country coach for 2 years in order
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to graduate from high school. The con-
trast between Guor’s former life and
his new life is stark. In Sudan, he was
running in fear for his life. In New
Hampshire, he was running for the joy
of athletic competition and to be part
of a team.

Amazingly, in only his second official
marathon, Guor ran fast enough to
qualify for the 2012 London Olympics.
Given his unique situation, however, it
looked as if the bureaucracy would tri-
umph over his bravery and that Guor
might not be able to compete because
according to the rules of the Inter-
national Olympic Committee, perma-
nent residents of a country are not per-
mitted to compete on that country’s
team. As a result, Guor can’t compete
under the American flag because he is
not yet a full citizen. In addition, Guor
can’t run for the newly recognized
country of South Sudan because it is
such a new country, it doesn’t yet have
an official Olympic committee.

The International Olympic Com-
mittee suggested that Guor compete as
a member of the Sudanese team, and
the Sudanese Government extended
him an invitation. But Guor rightfully
refused, explaining that running for
Sudan ‘‘would be a disappointment and
an embarrassment to me and the peo-
ple of South Sudan who died for free-
dom, including my brother.” Guor was
not comfortable running on behalf of
the country that tortured and mur-
dered so many of his family members.
That solution would have been cruel
and unacceptable.

Fortunately, after some pressure by
Refugees International and other
friends of Guor who wrote to the Inter-
national Olympic Committee on his be-
half, we received the great news this
week that the IOC executive board has
decided to make an exception for Guor.
He will run in the marathon as an inde-
pendent Olympic athlete under the
great Olympic flag. I want to thank the
International Olympic Committee for
this very appropriate ruling. In addi-
tion, I want to thank the U.S. Olympic
Committee, the U.S. Department of
State, and the other friends of Guor
who worked so hard to make his par-
ticipation possible.

As he runs under that five-ringed
flag, long a symbol of hope for peace in
our world, Guor will run with the sup-
port of his family, his New Hampshire
supporters, Americans everywhere, and
his new country, South Sudan. I have a
feeling that such support might help
him run even faster.

We are so proud of Guor in New
Hampshire and proud that in the
United States someone who has lived
through such tragedy and adversity
can start a new life and rise to such in-
credible heights.

Scott Hamilton, an American Olym-
pic gold medalist, once said, ‘‘Most
other competitions are individual com-
petitions. But the Olympic games is
something that belongs to everybody.”
No matter the outcome in London, the
story of Guor Marial and the adversity
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he has overcome belongs to everyone.
Win or lose, he will stand as a lasting
inspiration for people around the globe
and as a tribute to the greatness that
is the United States of America. I look
forward to welcoming Guor home from
the Olympics as a winner, regardless of
the outcome of the marathon.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

COLORADO DROUGHT

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I am
here tonight on a different topic than
the Senator from New Hampshire, but I
wish to congratulate her on her fine
work here. I know she doesn’t need or
wouldn’t want me to say that, but the
people of New Hampshire are so lucky
to be represented by her. And this is
exactly why—a reminder that our
Olympic athletes are about to start, I
hope, winning gold medals. I suspect
they will win the most in this sum-
mer’s Olympics. We are looking for-
ward to that.

The Senator mentioned marathons,
which brought to mind what I want to
talk about tonight, which is the farm
bill—an elegant segue from one mara-
thon to another. I want to talk about it
in the context of the severe drought
that is facing Colorado and all of rural
America, and I want to acknowledge
the administration’s ongoing efforts to
provide Coloradans with disaster relief
during this difficult summer of fires
and drought.

We need to pass a 5-year farm bill as
quickly as possible to address the chal-
lenges we are seeing in farm country.
We have done the work to get an agree-
ment on the Senate bill. In fact, we
passed the b-year farm bill in this Sen-
ate. It was a strong, bipartisan bill. I
would like to thank the Senator from
Michigan, DEBBIE STABENOW, and the
ranking member of the committee for
their incredible leadership in working
together, both side of the aisle, never
in a partisan way, to produce among
other things the only bipartisan deficit
reduction that any committee, House
or Senate, has produced in this Con-
gress—3$24 billion of deficit reduction
that has been agreed to by Republicans
and Democrats. It ends direct pay-
ments to producers, which is one of the
most substantial reforms we have seen
in agriculture policy in a long time,
and it strengthens the conservation
title of the farm bill, which is very im-
portant to my State and to the West.

Colorado has a $40 billion agriculture
sector that extends to all corners of
our State. Farming and ranching are
two things we do extremely well. The
Senator from Iowa is here tonight, and
his farmers do it extremely well in
Iowa as well.

Producers in Colorado and nation-
wide are experiencing the worst
drought in 50 years. While Colorado is
certainly no stranger to water chal-
lenges, this year’s growing season has
been particularly tough—to put it
mildly.
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According to the U.S. Drought Mon-
itor, nearly our entire State is des-
ignated as an extreme drought area.
This designation means we are experi-
encing major damage to crops and
pastureland, as well as widespread
water shortages. While this designation
tells us a lot, we only need to ask the
farmers and ranchers about how the
dry conditions are threatening their
operations.

I met recently with a group of corn
growers from eastern Colorado. Take a
look at what these farmers are up
against. This is Steve Scott’s cornfield
18 miles southeast of Burlington, CO, a
town of 4,200 people near the Kansas
border. This crop—and many others in
the region—has withered under long
stretches of high temperatures with
little or no precipitation to help.

The Department of Agriculture re-
ports that 50 percent of Colorado’s corn
production is in either poor or very
poor condition. The drought has also
taken a significant toll on our cattle
producers. Colorado is one of America’s
top beef producers. Right now 75 per-
cent of pastureland in Colorado, ap-
proximately 900,000 acres—and I am not
sure how that measures up to the Pre-
siding Officer’s State, but it is pretty
close to that size—is rated as either
poor or very poor in condition. Dry
pasture and feed shortages have led
ranchers to liquidate their herds early,
well before they have realized their full
size and value.

The Greeley, CO, auction producers’
barn is seeing double the sales activity
right now as compared to the same
time last year because ranchers are
selling their cattle below full weight
and maturity. They are losing any-
where from $200 to $400 a head.

Next week Carl Hansen of Livermore,
CO, is selling 160 of his steers and 90
heifers. On average, each animal will
be sold 150 pounds underweight due to
the drought conditions. If beef is sell-
ing at $1.50 a pound, that is $56,000—ac-
tually a little more than that—of lost
revenue for Carl Hansen and his family.

The consequences of this drought ex-
tend well beyond farm country. The
damage to our farms and ranches affect
other sectors of the economy—from
transportation to energy, from banking
to retail. We all know there is nothing
Congress can do to stop the drought or
prevent the next one from coming, but
what we can do is give our farmers and
ranchers the tools they need to manage
this drought and plan for the future by
passing a 5-year farm bill.

We hear a lot about uncertainty in
these two Chambers. I can’t imagine a
set of circumstances creating more un-
certainty in a difficult situation than
that.

Now we hear that the House leader-
ship is planning a 1l-year punt on this
whole conversation, one more expres-
sion that Washington, DC, has become
the land of flickering lights, providing
very little opportunity for people to be
able to plan and have predictability.

What is wrong with the Senate-
passed bipartisan farm bill that had

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the support of 64 Senators? Sixty-four
Senators, Democrats and Republicans.
Some people voted against it because
they didn’t think it was adequate to
their region, but this was not a par-
tisan vote. Neither the majority nor
the minority vote was a partisan vote.
This was the Senate operating as the
Senate is meant to operate.

A b-year bill provides our agriculture
community with much needed -cer-
tainty and predictability, but now it is
being held up in the House by politics.
Let’s be clear: No one is pretending
that the farm bill can correct bad
weather. Our producers are not waiting
on the farm bill to do what they do
best. Colorado will continue innovating
and increasing productivity, but the
last thing on Earth they need is to
have Washington’s unfinished business
hanging around their necks.

A b-year farm bill will provide pro-
ducers with a set of tools for managing
through this drought and planning for
the future. The 1-year bill being dis-
cussed over in the House by the leader-
ship doesn’t recognize—or is unwilling
to recognize—the agriculture commu-
nity’s need to do long-term planning.

Among many other important provi-
sions, the Senate farm bill contains re-
vamped risk management programs
like crop insurance, which is what I
heard was needed by our farmers, and
improvements farmers requested to
help manage a severe drought exactly
like the one we are going through right
now. This is the point of that provi-
sion. A 1-year bill doesn’t have any of
those provisions.

Corn farmers on Colorado’s eastern
plains could lose 40 percent or more of
their revenue this season. We need
these reforms and the predictability of
the Senate bill. Our bill also contains
permanent disaster programs that pro-
vide responsible assistance to pro-
ducers in need. Some of these pro-
grams, such as the livestock disaster
program, expired in September 2011, al-
most a year ago. If Congress takes the
easy way out and does a l-year exten-
sion, our livestock producers will get
no relief—none. This means no disaster
assistance for ranchers whose pasture
is too dry to feed their cattle.

Who is going to explain to the people
selling at the Greeley auction barn
why this is not a priority for our Con-
gress in the middle of the worst
drought in decades?

The House Agriculture Committee
passed a 5-year farm bill with a strong
bipartisan 35-to-11 vote. Again, this is
not the partisan dysfunctionality we
talked about for so many months on
this floor. We have two bipartisan bills:
One was passed out of committee on
the House side with broad bipartisan
support, and one was passed on the
Senate floor with broad bipartisan sup-
port. It is not surprising that I am not
the only person who is calling for a
long-term extension—a b5-year exten-
sion. There are 79 House Members, in-
cluding 41 Republicans, who wrote to
the Speaker last week asking him to
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bring the long-term farm bill to the
floor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter signed by 79 House
Members be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, July 20, 2012.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER, MAJORITY LEADER
CANTOR, DEMOCRATIC LEADER PELOSI, AND
DEMOCRATIC WHIP HOYER: Many current farm
bill policies expire on September 30, 2012.
The House Agriculture Committee passed
H.R. 6083, the Federal Agriculture Reform
and Risk Management (FARRM) Act, or the
2012 Farm Bill, on July 12th with a strong bi-
partisan vote of 35-11. While by no means
perfect, this farm bill is needed for producers
and those who rely on sound agriculture pol-
icy and nutrition programs during difficult
economic times.

The House Agriculture Committee has
done its work and we now ask that you make
time on the floor of the House to consider
this legislation, so that it can be debated,
conferenced, and ultimately passed into law,
before the current bill expires. We need to
continue to tell the American success story
of agriculture and work to ensure we have
strong policies in place so that producers can
continue to provide an abundant, affordable
and safe food supply.

We all share the goal of giving small busi-
nesses certainty in these challenging eco-
nomic times. Agriculture supports nearly 16
million jobs nationwide and over 45 million
people are helped each year by the nutrition
programs in the farm bill. We have a tremen-
dous opportunity to set the course of farm
and nutrition policy for another five years
while continuing to maintain and support
these jobs nationwide.

The message from our constituents and
rural America is clear: we need a farm bill
now. We ask that you bring a farm bill up be-
fore the August District Work Period so that
the House will have the opportunity to work
its will. We ask that you make this legisla-
tion a priority of the House as it is critically
important to rural and urban Americans
alike.

We appreciate your consideration of this
request and look forward to working with
you to advance the FARRM Act.

Mr. BENNET. They wrote:

The message from our constituents and
rural America is clear; we need a farm bill
now. We ask that you bring a farm bill up be-
fore the August District Work Period.

They went on to say:

We ask that you make this legislation a
priority of the House as it is critically im-
portant to rural and urban Americans alike.

Representative RICK BERG, a Repub-
lican from North Dakota, took to the
floor last week and said:

Now is the time for the House to act, the
time for the farm bill now.

JOo ANN EMERSON, a Republican Con-
gresswoman from Missouri, told report-
ers that ‘‘there are problems with my
farmers who need to make planning de-
cisions.”

We are seeing that exact same uncer-
tainty plaguing our farmers and ranch-
ers in Colorado. Yet here we are again.
We have seen this before in Wash-
ington. We are pretty good at starting
conversations, but we are not very
good at finishing them. We are kicking
the can down the road once again, but
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this is the farm bill, which is a bipar-
tisan effort that rarely, if ever, has
been used as a political football around
this place.

Three days ago David Rogers wrote
an article, which I think accurately de-
scribes our dilemma. It was in Politico.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article also be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Politico, July 23, 2012]

CONGRESS DELAYS FARM BILL AS DROUGHT
SPREADS
(By David Rogers)

To understand how far this Congress will
g0 to kick the proverbial can down the road,
consider the farm bill—yes, the farm bill.

In the midst of a severe drought, the House
Republican leaders are proposing to walk
away from farm states and decades of prece-
dent by not calling up the new five-year plan
before the current law expires Sept. 30.

Whatever its flaws, the bill promises $35
billion in 10-year savings from exactly the
type of mandatory spending that Congress
promised to tackle in last summer’s debt ac-
cord. But rather than disrupt its political
messaging, the GOP would put it all at risk
by delaying action until after the November
elections.

There’s little institutional memory left in
the Capitol—or perspective on the accumula-
tion of cans rolling down the road these
days. But the farm bill delay is new ground
for any Congress.

Never before in modern times has a farm
bill reported from the House Agriculture
Committee been so blocked. POLITICO
looked back at 50 years of farm bills and
found nothing like this. There have been
long debates, often torturous negotiations
with the Senate and a famous meltdown in
1995 when the House Agriculture Committee
couldn’t produce a bill. But no House farm
bill, once out of committee, has been kept
off the floor while its deadline passes.

If pushed into November’s lame-duck ses-
sion, farmers will join Medicare physicians
whose pay will be running out, idled workers
worried about jobless benefits, and very like-
ly, millions of families faced with expiring
tax breaks.

For all the backslapping over the recent
transportation bill, that measure expires in
just 15 months. The Democratic Senate no
longer even tries to do 12-month appropria-
tions bills. Already in mid-July—when the
floor used to be humming—the ‘‘smart
money’”’ is plotting a stop-gap continuing
resolution to get to November or beyond.

Such a CR was once treated as a backstop
by the Appropriations committees. Now the
practice is so prevalent in all areas of gov-
ernment that the letters might stand for
‘““‘Congress Retreats.”

“It’s to the point where you almost think
you should vote against extensions because
they are extensions,” Rep. George Miller (D-
Calif.) told POLITICO. ‘“‘If you were looking
at the United States from outside, you look
and you say, ‘What are these people?
Fools?"”

Elections do matter, and there’s some logic
to letting the voters reshuffle the deck be-
fore tackling tough issues. But that’s not
what’s happening here.

The presidential campaigns are already
being criticized for lacking all substance.
But whoever wins, neither President Barack
Obama nor Mitt Romney has shown any ap-
petite for this debate—or even knowledge of
farm issues.
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The Senate has already approved its farm
bill; even if Republicans were to win control
in November, the GOP’s majority will be so
narrow that Democrats will be able to block
wholesale changes. In the House, the only
certainty about a lame duck is there will be
even more unhappy people hanging around.

No, the real reason for Speaker John Boeh-
ner (R-Ohio) to delay the farm bill is not be-
cause there will be better answers after the
election. It’s because he doesn’t like the an-
swers he sees before.

The farm bill came out of the House Agri-
culture Committee on a strong bipartisan 35—
11 vote July 12. Nearly a year after the Au-
gust debt accords—and eight months after
the November collapse of the deficit super-
committee—it is the closest this Congress
has come to enacting real deficit reduction
from mandatory spending.

But it’s not perfect, and Boehner’s Repub-
licans are split regionally and ideologically,
with the right demanding still greater sav-
ings and a more free-market approach to ag-
riculture policy.

Given Democratic concerns over the depth
of the food stamp cuts already made, Boeh-
ner says there are not 218 votes for passage.
Rather than wrestle with this problem, it’s
easier to run out the clock with symbolic
anti-red tape, anti-tax votes on which the
GOP is more united.

Senate Democrats have kicked their share
of cans as well. First no spring budget reso-
lution. Then no summer appropriations de-
bate. All under the watch of a majority lead-
er—Sen. Harry Reid (D-Nev.)—who served for
years on the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Yet there’s something bigger about the
farm bill.

Perhaps because it is a five-year event and
so fundamental to one bright spot in the
economy. Or maybe it’s the pounding
drought across the country that gives pause.
Farmers live by nature’s calendar, not con-
tinuing resolutions. And by failing to act,
Congress can seem even more detached from
the real lives of everyday people.

Changes in the Washington press foster
this detachment. Major newspapers are more
prone to editorials than real reporting on the
debate. Regional papers, once the backbone
of farm coverage, have closed their bureaus.
In the new Capitol trend, some of the most
experienced agriculture reporters report to
clients—not the public.

The biggest irony may be Boehner himself.
The speaker, after all, spent his early years
on the Agriculture Committee and prides
himself on being a ‘‘regular order’ and pro-
chairman leader. He chastises Obama regu-
larly for doing precisely this: kicking the
can down the road.

As if to remind him, Rep. Rick Berg (R-
N.D.), a Boehner favorite now running for
the Senate, took to the floor Thursday just
minutes after the speaker had again ducked
farm bill questions at his weekly news con-
ference.

‘“Now is the time for the House to act,”
Berg told his colleagues. ‘“The time for the
farm bill is now.”

The biggest Republican divisions are also
where the greatest savings lie: the com-
modity and nutrition titles.

Both the House and Senate put an end to
direct cash payments to farmers, a long-de-
manded reform saving about $5 billion a
year. The dispute is over how much of that
money is reinvested in new subsidies—and
where.

The Senate bet heavily on a new shallow-
loss revenue-protection program geared to
Midwest corn and soybean producers. The
House whittles this down to make room for
more of a traditional countercyclical pro-
gram that protects against deep losses but is
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keyed to government-set target prices—a
taboo for free-market types.

Southern rice, peanut and wheat producers
stand to do far better under the House ap-
proach, but the two bills appear to lunge in
opposite regional directions. Corn and soy-
bean growers can almost lock in profits in
the early years of the Senate plan. At the
same time, the House cotton package costs
nearly 20 percent more than what was al-
ready viewed as a rich Senate deal. And a $14
per hundredweight target price for rice is
higher than what many other crops got,
when measured against government data for
production costs.

The 13 Southern states are the backbone of
the House GOP’s majority, contributing 102
votes or more than 40 percent of the con-
ference. This is also where the lines are
clearest, not just for crops but also food-
stamp savings.

House Agriculture Committee Chairman
Frank Lucas (R-Okla.) and the committee’s
ranking Democrat, Minnesota Rep. Collin
Peterson, had hoped to thread this needle by
offering a new national eligibility standard
for the nutrition program somewhat to the
right of Texas’s food stamp rules. But for the
majority of Southern states, it meant a mod-
est increase from 130 percent to 140 percent
of poverty as the high-end income cap—and
s0 it ran aground in the committee.

Peterson, refusing to be discouraged, has
plunged back into the fray, trying to find
some compromise on food stamps and still
hoping that Boehner will relent on moving
the farm bill this summer.

‘“Collin is a CPA by training. He’s a num-
bers guy. He’s very focused as a Blue Dog
about the budgetary consequences of our ac-
tions,” Lucas told POLITICO. ‘I think he’s
basically on the right track as he’s described
it to me. The question really comes down to:
will we wind up with floor time?”’

And himself?

The morning after his late night markup,
Lucas sought out Boehner and Majority
Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) face to face.
“They thanked me, smiled at me and left it
at that,” Lucas said.

He himself is worried—like Republicans in
the Senate—that simply passing a short-
term extension of the current farm law will
not be an easy matter in September. Having
spent the better part of a year saying direct
payments must end, will Congress want to
extend them?

“I’m trying to maintain a good solid work-
ing relationship with my leadership,’” Lucas
smiles. “I'm trying to be a positive advocate
for why I believe our bipartisan bill deserves
floor time.”

“I’'ve alerted staff to be ready to go on a
moment’s notice, and I will also tell you
there are external events that could impact
the situation. If this drought continues in
the West and Midwest, it could drive mem-
bers to want to see some action.”

Mr. BENNET. To quote Mr. Rogers:

Never before in modern times has a farm
bill reported from the House Agriculture
Committee been so blocked.

Never before in modern times. I sus-
pect it is true in ancient times as well,
but it has certainly been true in mod-
ern times. Rogers tells us that he
“looked back at 50 years of farm bills
and found nothing like this.”” He con-
tinues:

Farmers live by nature’s calendar, not con-
tinuing resolutions.

I could never have said it so elo-
quently myself. He also said:

And by failing to act, Congress can seem
even more detached from the real lives of ev-
eryday people.
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I would not have thought it was pos-
sible that this place could seem more
detached from the everyday lives of the
American people than it already ap-
pears to be. We found a way of doing
that, and that is by failing to pass this
bipartisan farm bill through the Con-
gress in a timely way that is essential
for people who are suffering through
this kind of drought.

I think Mr. Rogers’ observation is ex-
actly right, and I have been on this
floor many times before saying the
people at home in Colorado—Repub-
licans, Democrats, and Independents—
don’t identify with the cartoon of a
conversation that we are having in
Washington, DC, right now. I can’t
think of a clearer example than the
failure to act on this bipartisan piece
of legislation. This is legislation that
would immediately help people all
across our country, all across America,
who are struggling today.

Mr. President, think for just a mo-
ment about our farmers in Colorado
and rural communities just like our
communities all across this wonderful
country. Our farmers and ranchers are
experiencing the worst drought in over
half a century. Who is going to look in
the eyes of our farmers in Middle
America and tell them our dysfunc-
tional politics will prevent this bill
from moving forward?

Who is going to tell Steve Scott and
Carl Hansen that this bill isn’t going to
be a priority in the Congress, that we
are just going to take our recess and go
home for a month not having passed
this bipartisan piece of legislation, the
only manifestation and example of bi-
partisan deficit reduction in either the
House or the Senate in this entire Con-
gress?

I implore the House to figure out how
to come to its senses and pass a 5-year
bill along the lines of the bill that was
passed out of their committee, and
then together we can have a conference
and decide how we are going to move
this bill forward on behalf of farmers
and ranchers all across my State and
the United States of America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I didn’t come to the
floor to speak about the farm bill be-
cause I did that yesterday. I want to
assure the Senator from Colorado that
I listened to everything he said, and I
agree with him. That was my plea in
maybe a little broader context yester-
day in asking that the House of Rep-
resentatives take up the bill. Also, the
House brags, legitimately so, about
being fiscally conservative, so I agree
with what the Senator from Colorado
said. This may be the only oppor-
tunity—presumably the only oppor-
tunity—to pass a farm bill or any bill
that saves money from previous pro-
grams of previous years. I compliment
the Senator from Colorado.

FREEDOM OF SPEECH

Mr. President, I come to the floor to

discuss what I consider a disturbing
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trend that is occurring in this country.
A vicious attack is underway on the
right to freedom of speech that is pro-
tected by the first amendment. It needs
to be highlighted, and hopefully it will
stop. Free speech is one of the most im-
portant rights that Americans enjoy.

Speech on public issues is the way de-
mocracy discusses and debates the im-
portant questions of the day. Many
great political movements in this
country’s history depended upon this
first amendment right, freedom of
speech. Even when Martin Luther King
was jailed and his supporters subjected
to violence, free speech enabled him to
change the views and practices of an
entire nation. Today too many govern-
ment officials seek to shut up people
who disagree with them rather than de-
bate those people and debate those
issues.

There have been a series of recent in-
cidents to which I want to refer. Con-
sider recently that the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in the past
month has held two hearings that
prove my point. A hearing was held on
a bill that would criminalize sup-
posedly deceptive statements in ad-
vance of elections. It would allow the
government to criminalize political
speech based on its content. It would
risk government selectively choosing
to prosecute its political opponents. t
would allow political candidates to
make accusations against their polit-
ical opponents. So it would chill can-
didates from speaking.

A few days after our hearing, the Su-
preme Court’s ruling in the Alvarez
case confirmed all the free speech prob-
lems with that bill. But even after that
decision, the Justice Department, to
my disappointment, issued a letter in
support of the bill. That letter made no
mention of any first amendment con-
siderations. I have heard no indication
that the committee will not mark up
this bill which represents a grave
threat to freedom of speech.

This week, the Judiciary Commit-
tee’s Subcommittee on the Constitu-
tion held a hearing on the legislative
responses to the Citizens United case.
In that decision, the Supreme Court
ruled that the first amendment’s free
speech guarantee protects the rights of
corporations and unions to make inde-
pendent expenditures in support of can-
didates or on any particular policy
issue that they want to speak out on.
The ruling has no effect on campaign
contributions. There are proposals in
this body to amend the Bill of Rights,
the first amendment, for the very first
time, to allow the government to limit
how much candidates can spend on
speech and, therefore, the amount of
speech that the government will per-
mit. And there are proposed constitu-
tional amendments to prevent corpora-
tions and labor unions from spending
in elections. To me, this is very serious
business that we ought to be raising a
red flag about.

It is worth remembering what rule
the Obama administration asked the
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Supreme Court to adopt in Citizens
United. The Justice Department ar-
gued that the government should be
able to ban books that contained even
one sentence that expressly advocated
the election or defeat of a candidate if
those books were published or distrib-
uted by a corporation or a union. This
administration argued in favor of ban-
ning books. In light of the practice of
totalitarian regimes of the 20th cen-
tury, this administration’s position on
free speech is very astonishing. The Su-
preme Court quite rightly rejected the
argument of the administration on
that particular point.

It reminded the news media, which is
organized in corporate form for the
most part, that the exemption from
campaign finance laws is by statute,
and one which Congress could remove
at any time, threatening freedom of
the press. If that were to happen and
the Constitution were to allow restric-
tions on corporate independent expend-
itures, the guarantee of freedom of the
press would be as threatened as free-
dom of speech.

Then there is another situation, and
this deals with the restaurant chain of
Chick-fil-A. The owner of that chain is
a Christian who has spoken in favor of
the value of traditional marriage. The
chain has not discriminated against
anyone so far as has been reported. The
restaurant seeks to expand in Boston
and Chicago where presumably it
would create new jobs, and in order to
get there, it has to meet the permit re-
quirements. However, Mayor Menino of
Boston wrote a letter to the company
president. He said that because of the
owner’s ‘‘prejudice statements,” there
would be no place in Boston for the dis-
crimination the company represented.
The mayor notified the property own-
ers where the restaurant was to open of
his views.

In Chicago, an alderman seeks to
deny Chick-fil-A from opening in his
ward for the same reason. It is reported
that President Obama’s former Chief of
Staff, now Chicago Mayor Rahm Eman-
uel, is sympathetic to the alderman’s
point of view.

Once again, this is a gross violation
of first amendment free speech. Gov-
ernment cannot deny a benefit to
someone because it disagrees with the
applicant’s views. This is the funda-
mental principle of our constitutional
democracy.

Voicing support for traditional mar-
riage is mnot discrimination. That
speech is not hate speech. Even if it
were, the first amendment protects
speech that is unpopular with the gov-
ernment. There is no constitutional
speech code that allows banning a hate
speech any more than government can
ban speech in books.

Finally, the Alvarez decision a few
weeks ago affects another first amend-
ment issue pending before this body
right now. In the Alvarez case, the Su-
preme Court struck down the Stolen
Valor Act which criminalizes lies con-
cerning winning military medals. It did
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so on free speech grounds. I know many
of my colleagues desire to pass a new
law that will accomplish that goal, and
if that law is constitutional, I will
probably join them in that effort.

Two bills on this subject are now
pending in the Senate. Senator BROWN
of Massachusetts introduced the first
bill and then Senator WEBB did so after
the Alvarez decision. There have been
efforts to pass both bills by voice vote.

When the Republicans were asked to
move the Webb bill, we were told that
all Democrats supported the bill. This
is a problem. The Webb bill is clearly
unconstitutional based upon the Alva-
rez decision. It criminalizes some lies
about medals that the Supreme Court
says Congress cannot criminalize.

For instance, it would prohibit lies in
campaigns and in employment, even
when those lies would not produce the
tangible, material benefit that is nec-
essary to punish them. Yet no Demo-
crat objected to passing the bill with-
out debate. Of course, Republicans
could not agree to such a request.

Since he did not have the benefit of
the Supreme Court decision when Sen-
ator BROWN wrote the bill, right now,
because of the decision, and he didn’t
know about it, Senator BROWN’s bill is
also unconstitutional. The difference
between his bill and Senator WEBB’s
bill, however, is that Senator BROWN
now has a substitute amendment that
seems to address the problem in a fully
constitutional way. But although
Democrats want to pass without debate
a clearly unconstitutional bill, some-
how they object to a clearly constitu-
tional Brown bill.

These games should stop. I am sure
all the Members of this body should be
willing to support a single constitu-
tional bill that would reenact the pro-
hibition on lying about whether one is
entitled to certain military medals.

In short, this country is facing a dis-
turbing increase in government actions
that violate the freedom of speech.
That is a vital right of our democracy.

Anyone can stand up for speech with
which they agree. The test for govern-
ment officials and the test for free
speech 1is whether they will allow
speech with which they might disagree.
They may criticize speech, debate the
speech, and seek to change minds. But
shutting people up, denying them bene-
fits, passing bills that would put people
in jail for exercising free speech
rights—these are never allowable under
our Constitution. It is time for elected
officials to pay greater heed to the
oath to support the Constitution.

REPORT BY FORMER FBI DIRECTOR WILLIAM

WEBSTER ON FORT HOOD ATTACK

Recently, former FBI Director Wil-
liam Webster was asked to investigate
how the FBI performed regarding the
attack at Fort Hood by MAJ Nidal
Hasan.

Major Hasan’s attack killed 12 U.S.
soldiers, a Defense Department em-
ployee, and wounded 42 others. Fol-
lowing the attack, the FBI conducted
an internal review and determined that
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it had information on Major Hasan
prior to that attack. As a result, the
FBI Director asked Judge Webster to
conduct an independent review and in-
vestigation of the FBI’s handling of the
matter. In short, Judge Webster’s com-
mission found that the FBI made mis-
takes that resulted from a number of
problems—some operational, some
technological.

Some of these mistakes are ex-
tremely concerning given that they are
basic management failures. For exam-
ple, the unclassified report states:

Many agents and most [task force officers]
did not receive training on [FBI computer
systems] and other FBI databases until after
the FBI's internal investigation of the Fort
Hood shootings.

This is clearly unacceptable.

Other problems highlighted include
failing to issue Intelligence Informa-
tion Reports on Major Hasan to the De-
fense Department; confusion about
which FBI office was investigating the
lead; failure to interview Major Hasan;
along with information technology
limitations.

All in all, the Webster report paints a
disturbing picture of the FBI. It shows
lack of training, failure to follow leads,
and continued computer problems.
These are the types of problems that,
quite frankly, we thought were cor-
rected following the terrorist attacks
of 9/11.

Ultimately, Judge Webster issued 18
recommendations for the FBI to imple-
ment to prevent future problems such
as these. The FBI agreed with these
recommendations and has stated they
will take action to implement those
recommendations.

That is good news, of course. The FBI
must implement these recommenda-
tions and do it immediately. However,
we have a duty to make sure the FBI
implements these recommendations
and holds people accountable—in fact,
hold the FBI accountable—if they
don’t. The FBI’s failure in this case is
inexcusable and shakes public con-
fidence in the FBI’s ability to combat
homegrown terrorism. Basic manage-
ment problems and investigative fail-
ures can’t happen, particularly if na-
tional security is at stake. If failures of
this magnitude occur on high profile
national security cases, it makes one
wonder what the FBI is doing on other
investigations.

Those responsible for these failures
should be held accountable. I intend to
follow up with Director Mueller to de-
termine what action was taken against
those people who didn’t do the job in
the right and correct way.

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT INSPECTOR GENERAL

REPORT

One more report that can’t go ig-
nored is a report released this morning
by the Justice Department Office of In-
spector General. This report examined
improper hiring practices within the
Justice Department’s Justice Manage-
ment Division. Shockingly, the inspec-
tor general found the Justice Depart-
ment employees openly and flagrantly
violated Federal law.
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Let me repeat that these employees
violated Federal law and the Depart-
ment of Justice regulations prohibiting
employment of relatives, granting ille-
gal preferences in employment, con-
flict of interest, and misuse of position.
Further, employees who were inter-
viewed by the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral were also found to have made false
statements to investigators.

This is an example of the Justice De-
partment run wild. It is troubling to
me how employees within the Depart-
ment colluded and schemed to hire one
another’s relatives in order to avoid
rules against nepotism. It is inexcus-
able, and I can assure my colleagues
that we will be looking into this mat-
ter.

This wasn’t a one-time event, by the
way. In fact, the Office of Inspector
General pointed out that similar prob-
lems existed in 2008. Despite what the
Department called ‘‘aggressive action”
to stop this type of behavior back in
2008, it appears nothing has changed.

At the very least, the Attorney Gen-
eral needs to hold these employees ac-
countable with more than just discipli-
nary action. Laws were broken and
false statements were made. The De-
partment can’t simply sweep this
under the rug. Employees need to be
punished because in this town, if heads
don’t roll, nothing changes.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
return to the floor today to give voice
once again to the issue I feel will most
significantly define this generation of
leadership in the United States and
around the globe. I rise to discuss the
notable, evident changes taking place
in our Earth’s climate, the relationship
between our own activities and the
change and the rate of change being ob-
served, and our, so far, forsaken re-
sponsibility to address climate change
head on and with purpose.

Last month, representatives from
world governments, the private sector,
NGOs, and other major stakeholders
gathered in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, for
the United Nations Conference on Sus-
tainable Development. Marking the
20th anniversary of the 1992 Earth
Summit in Rio, this year’s conference
was nicknamed ‘‘Rio+20.”

So-called sustainable development
principles consist of a set of principles
and strategies that, when acted upon
by the global community, will balance
strong economic growth, expansion of
just civic and government structures,
and environmental protection. Another
way to view sustainable development is
in the balance of the needs of the
present with those of future genera-
tions through the fair use of resources.

As Secretary of State Hillary
Rodham Clinton said:

In the 21st century, the only viable devel-
opment is sustainable development. The only
way to deliver lasting progress for everyone
is by preserving our resources and protecting
our common environment.
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One positive aspect of this Rio+20
conference was discussion of the power
of economic forces in promoting sus-
tainability. The official Outcome Docu-
ment adopted by the conference par-
ticipants entitled ‘““The Future We
Want’’ highlights the role of private
companies, the private sector—and
their close collaboration with govern-
ments—in driving sustainable develop-
ment. It reads in part:

We acknowledge that the implementation
of sustainable development will depend on
active engagement of both the public and
private sectors. We recognize that the active
participation of the private sector can con-
tribute to the achievement of sustainable de-
velopment, including through the important
tool of public-private partnerships.

A number of Rio+20’s corporate par-
ticipants have stepped forward to ac-
cept this challenge. Many of those
global businesses are recognizing that
greening their operations is not just
good for the environment, it is good for
their business as well.

Dell, for example, has committed to
reducing its worldwide facilities’
greenhouse gas emissions 40 percent by
2015. Dell is a computer technology cor-
poration based in Texas that ranks 44th
on the Fortune 500 and employs over
106,000 people. I doubt they made that
decision rashly.

Bank of America, based in Charlotte,
NC, is number 13 on the 2012 Fortune
500 list and was the first bank to offer
coast-to-coast operations in the United
States. They have committed $50 bil-
lion over 10 years to finance Energy Ef-
ficiency, Renewable Energy and Energy
Access, and other activities that ad-
vance the low-carbon economy.

Marriott has displayed both internal
and external efforts by committing to
build 10 Fairfield by Marriott hotels
constructed to sustainable building
standards; as well, pledging $500,000 to
help preserve 1.4 million acres of
rainforest in the Juma Reserve in the
state of Amazonas, Brazil. Marriott
ranks first on the Fortune 500 list in
the category of the hotel-casinos-re-
sorts industry.

Microsoft has committed to going
completely carbon neutral, and will be
factoring the costs of carbon output
into the company’s business operations
in over 100 countries.

These companies are just a few exam-
ples from the effort that is being un-
dertaken in the private sector to meet
our responsibilities to address climate
change. As leaders in government, we
must recognize that the private sector
will not, however, be able to halt cli-
mate change on its own. But these
commitments do signify that action on
climate change does not need to come
at the expense of economic growth.

Governments can—and must—pro-
vide incentives for sustainable produc-
tion and consumption. Indeed, the
Rio+20 Outcome Document goes on to
say: ‘“We support national regulatory
and policy frameworks that enable
business and industry to advance sus-
tainable development initiatives tak-
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ing into account the importance of cor-
porate social responsibility.”

As leaders in the public sector, we
have the capacity to establish those ef-
fective incentives that can leverage
billions in private sector investment
into sustainable products and services
that support environmental and social
improvements. The constructive role
that government can play is being rec-
ognized not just in capitals around the
world but in boardrooms around the
world.

Yet, unfortunately, here in Wash-
ington, the special interests that deny
carbon pollution causes global tem-
peratures to rise, that deny melting
icecaps destabilize our climate so that,
for instance, regions face extreme
drought—as the Senator from Colorado
discussed earlier—or outsized precipi-
tation events—that we have seen in my
home State of Rhode Island—those spe-
cial interests in Washington still have
a strong hold, and they pretend the
jury is still out on climate changes
caused by carbon pollution. This is, to
be perfectly blunt about it, an outright
falsehood.

The fact that carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere absorbs heat from the Sun
was discovered at the time of the Civil
War—1863. Mr. President, 1863 was
when the Irish scientist John Tyndall
determined that carbon dioxide and
also water vapor trapped more heat in
the atmosphere as their concentrations
increased.

The 1955 textbook, ‘‘Our Astonishing
Atmosphere”—from the year 1 was
born—notes that ‘“Nearly a century
ago’’—in 19556—‘‘the scientist John Tyn-
dall suggested that a fall in the atmos-
pheric carbon dioxide could allow the
earth to cool, whereas a rise in carbon
dioxide would make it warmer.”’

So this is not something new. This is
not something unusual or extraor-
dinary. This 1is solidly established
science.

In the early 1900s, it became clear
that changes in the amount of carbon
dioxide in the atmosphere can account
for significant increases and decreases
in the Earth’s annual average tempera-
tures, and that carbon dioxide, released
primarily by the burning of coal, would
contribute to these changes. Again,
this is not new stuff. These are well-es-
tablished scientific principles.

Let’s look at the changes we observe
in our changing planet. Over the last
800,000 years, until very recently, the
atmosphere has stayed within a band-
width of 170 to 300 parts per million of
carbon dioxide—170 to 300 parts per
million. That has been the range for
8,000 centuries. By the way, that is a
measurement, not a theory. Scientists
measure historic carbon dioxide con-
centrations by locating trapped air
bubbles in the ice of ancient glaciers.
So we know by measurement over time
what the range has been of our carbon
dioxide concentration.

What else do we know? Well, we
know since the Industrial Revolution,
we have burned carbon-rich fuels in
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measurable and ever-increasing
amounts, and that we are now up to 7
to 8 gigatons each year going into our
atmosphere. A gigaton, by the way, is a
billion—with a ‘‘B”’—metric tons. Re-
leasing all this carbon into the atmos-
phere has, predictably, increased the
carbon concentration in our atmos-
phere. That should not be a difficult
proposition, that when you are dump-
ing 7 to 8 billion metric tons of carbon
into the atmosphere every year, it
raises the concentration of carbon in
the atmosphere.

We now measure those carbon con-
centrations in the atmosphere. We
measure them climbing. Again, this is
a measurement, not a theory. The
present concentration exceeds 390 parts
per million. Mr. President, 8,000 cen-
turies between 170 to 300 parts per mil-
lion, and now we are out over that
range, as far as 390 parts per million. In
the Arctic, we have actually clipped
over into 400 parts per million.

Here is what the Christian Science
Monitor said about this:

The Arctic is the leading indicator in glob-
al warming, both in carbon dioxide in the air
and effects, said Pieter Tans, a senior NOAA
scientist.

The Arctic is our leading indicator in
global warming, both in terms of the
carbon dioxide concentration in the air
and the effects of that carbon dioxide
concentration.

“This is the first time the entire Arctic is
that high,” he said.

Tans called reaching the 400 number ‘‘de-
pressing,’” and [his colleague Jim] Butler—

Who is the global monitoring direc-
tor at the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration’s Earth System
Research Lab in Boulder, CO—

said it was ‘‘a troubling milestone.”

“It’s an important threshold,” said Car-
negie Institution ecologist Chris Field, a sci-
entist who helps lead the Nobel Prize-win-
ning Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change. “‘It is an indication that we’re in a
different world.”

“It is an indication that we’re in a
different world.”

In this article, they make the same
point I made a moment ago. I quote the
article:

It’s been at least 800,000 years—probably
more—since Earth saw carbon dioxide levels
in the 400s, Butler and other climate sci-
entists said.

So another thing we do pretty regu-
larly around here in business, in the
military, in science, is plotting trajec-
tories. It is something that, frankly,
scientists, businesspeople, and military
folks do every day. There is nothing
new here.

When you plot the trajectory for our
carbon concentration, the trajectory
for our carbon pollution predicts 688
parts per million in the year 2095 and
1,097 parts per million in the year 2195.
Mr. President, 688 parts per million in
the year 2095, when for 8,000 centuries
it has been between 170 and 300 parts
per million. So 8,000 centuries at 170 to
300 parts per million, and by the end of
this century: 688 parts per million.
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To put that 800,000-year figure in per-
spective, mankind has engaged in agri-
culture for maybe 10,000 years, maybe a
little more. Mr. President, 800,000 years
ago, it is not clear we had yet figured
out how to make a fire. Millions of
years ago goes back into geologic time.
Those carbon concentrations—688 parts
per million, 1,097 parts per million—
those are carbon concentrations that
we have not seen in millions of years
on the surface of the Earth. And we are
headed for them in just a century and
a half—two centuries.

As Tyndall determined at the time of
the Civil War, increasing carbon con-
centrations will absorb more of the
Sun’s heat and raise global tempera-
tures, and experience around the world
is proving that is taking place in front
of our faces in undeniable ways.

We think often of climate change as
happening to our atmosphere, and we
think of its effects on our lands be-
cause we are land-based creatures. But
let me talk for a moment about our
oceans.

In April of this year, a group of sci-
entific experts came together to dis-
cuss the current state of our oceans.
Their workshop report stated this:

Human actions have resulted in warming
and acidification of the oceans and are now
causing increased hypoxia.

Hypoxia is when there is not enough
oxygen trapped in the ocean to sustain
life of the creatures that live in the
ocean.

Studies of the Earth’s past indicate that
these are the three symptoms—

Warming, acidification and increased
hypoxia—
associated with each of previous five mass
extinctions on Earth.

We experienced two mass ocean
extinctions 556 million years ago and 251
million years ago. Last year, a
paleobiologist at Brown University,
whose name is Jessica Whiteside, pub-
lished a study demonstrating that it
took 8 million years after that earlier
extinction—the one 251 million years
ago—it took 8 million years after that
for plant and animal diversity to re-
turn to preextinction levels. So that
was a pretty heavy-duty wipeout if it
took 8 millions years to recover.

Here is the tough part. In the lead-up
to these past mass ocean extinctions,
scientists have estimated that the
Earth was emitting carbon into the at-
mosphere at a rate of 2.2 gigatons per
year for the earlier extinction, and
somewhere between 1 and 2 gigatons
per year for the second extinction over
several thousand years.

Remember how much are we releas-
ing now—7 to 8 gigatons a year. So 2.2
and somewhere between 1 and 2 were
the levels that led to those mass
extinctions in geologic time, and we
are now at 7 to 8 gigatons a year.

As the group of Oxford scientists
noted, both of these estimates, the
ones for how much was being released
in those geologic times, are dwarfed in
comparison to today’s emission. Our
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oceans are indeed changing before our
very eyes, and anyone who spends time
on the oceans or who studies the
oceans knows this. The oceans are ris-
ing. The oceans are swept by more vio-
lent storms. The oceans are getting
more acid, affecting already the crea-
tures at the bottom of the food chain,
upon which ocean life depends.

It is very hard for a creature to suc-
ceed in an environment in which it is
becoming soluble. That is what is hap-
pening as our oceans acidify, and the
small basic creatures at the very bot-
tom of the food chain that live by mak-
ing their shells can no longer make
shells successfully because the water is
too acidic.

In the Arctic, we see unprecedented
icemelt. The caps are shrinking. Every
day it seems we hear about a new
record being broken, a new loss of ice
cover in the Arctic. In the tropics, we
see coral dying. In some places, 80 per-
cent of the coral is gone. I have been to
places I can remember live and lively
coral reefs, and now we go back and the
coral is still there, but it is dead. It is
like an abandoned building. Fish can
swim around in it, but it is not the
fountain of life that a coral reef is sup-
posed to be.

There is a garbage gyre in the Pacific
that is estimated to be larger than the
size of the State of Texas in which
enormous amounts of the plastics we
discard are being swept and floating.

We have whales that are poisoned to
the point where if they come ashore in
Rhode Island on a summer day, if they
are hurt or get washed ashore because
they are injured, we often end up with
whale cadavers in the summers on our
coast. When that happens, it is reason-
ably likely that whale is toxic waste;
that if we towed the body back out to
the ocean to let it sink and let nature
take its course, we would be violating
our clean water laws by disposing of
toxic waste. If we cranked that whale’s
body up into the back of a truck and
took it to the town dump and chucked
it, we would be violating the hazardous
waste disposal laws of the State of
Rhode Island because we have put so
much poison into the ocean that crea-
tures such as whales that live at the
top of the food chain have now become
so infiltrated with these poisons that
they are now swimming toxic waste.

Around here we like to think pretty
highly of ourselves. But the laws of
physics, the laws of chemistry, the
laws of science, these are laws of na-
ture. These are laws of God’s Earth. We
can repeal some laws around here; we
cannot repeal those. Senators are used
to our opinions mattering around here.
These laws are not affected by our
opinions. For these laws of nature, be-
cause we can neither repeal them nor
influence them, we bear a duty of stew-
ardship, of responsibility to future gen-
erations to see and respond to the facts
that are before our faces and to see and
respond to those facts according to na-
ture’s laws.

There is no lobbyist so powerful,
there is no secret special interest so
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wealthy that it can change the oper-
ation of those laws. What they have
done is to change the operation of our
laws, inhibited our ability to meet our
duty to respond to the laws of our God-
given Earth. We do indeed bear a duty
to make the right decisions for our
children and grandchildren and our
God-given Earth. right now we are fail-
ing, shamefully failing, in that duty.
We are deluded if we think that some-
how we will be spared the plain and
foreseeable consequences of our failure
to act. Some may hope they will find a
wizard’s hat and wand with which to
wish all this away. That is not rational
thinking. If we have a simple obliga-
tion to our children and to future gen-
erations, it is to be rational human
beings and to make rational decisions
based on the evidence and the laws of
nature. These laws of nature are
known. Earth’s message to us is clear.
Our failure is blameworthy. Its con-
sequences are profound, and the costs
will be very high.

I see the distinguished Senator from
Alaska who actually brought a wonder-
ful scientist from the University of
Alaska who gave one of the better pres-
entations on ocean acidification that I
have ever seen as part of our Oceans
Caucus.

I yield the floor to Senator MUR-
KOWSKI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN). The Senator from Alaska.

EPA

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
have had an opportunity to listen to a
few moments of the comments from my
colleague from Rhode Island. I clearly
share his passion and concern for the
oceans. We have been working together
as the cochairmen of the Oceans Cau-
cus in the Senate and have had the op-
portunity to learn from one another on
both ends of the country about the sig-
nificant responsibilities we have, also
the great challenges we have, whether
it is ocean acidification, whether it is
the opportunities we have to ensure
that we are good stewards of our water,
our land, our air.

It is a challenge I think we face on a
daily basis. But I think as we rise to
meet these challenges, we recognize
that oftentimes within the laws that
we have put in place to provide for that
level of protection, for that level of
oversight and that stewardship, that
we may encounter conflict, conflict
with the obligation we also have to en-
sure that the people we represent have
an opportunity for good jobs, for a live-
lihood in a region they call home, that
there is a level of balance that we find
between our obligation to care for the
land, the air, the water, as well as car-
ing for one another.

It is in that vein that I would like to
address my comments this afternoon. I
would like to speak about certain as-
pects of what we see within the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and
speak specifically to an issue that is
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unfolding in my State of Alaska. Clear-
ly, the EPA has important responsibil-
ities to set and also enforce environ-
mental standards. I think we would all
agree with that. In the 40 years since
EPA was established, our Nation has
made dramatic progress in restoring
and preserving our environmental re-
sources. I am grateful. I am proud to
live in a nation with high environ-
mental standards for the benefit of the
land and for the people.

But the process for setting Federal
environmental standards, I would sug-
gest, is broken. We are seeing things
present themselves not only in my
State but around the country. We see
in Alaska, day in and day out, that
things are not working perhaps as they
were designed. So many Alaskans feel
the EPA does not ‘‘get” Alaska.

But the challenges I think we see up
North are just examples of many of the
problems we see repeated all over the
Nation. I would suggest that what we
need to see is balance, balance restored
at the EPA. There has always been a
recognition that the EPA must go
about its work in a balanced way.

Back in 1970, there was a memo
called the Ash memo, and it listed the
origin of the EPA. They stated it this
way:

Sound environmental administration must
reconcile divergent interests and serve the
total public constituency. It must appreciate
and take fully into account competing social
and economic claims.

In recent years, EPA has not ade-
quately, let alone fully, taken into ac-
count these so-called competing claims
such as the genuine welfare of our peo-
ple and their economic needs. EPA
says—and I have had many a conversa-
tion with Administrator Jackson in
person and before committee, where
the statements are made that there is
a concern about environmental justice
for communities that are historically
underrepresented in EPA decision-
making. The fact is, many of these
communities are very frequently the
ones that bear the brunt of regressive
increases in, for instance in my State,
energy and in living costs that are
caused by some of these rules we are
facing.

When I go home, when I meet with
people from around the country, I hear
more complaints, more concerns ex-
pressed about the EPA than any other
Federal agency, bar none. Again and
again, I am told the benefits of many of
the EPA requirements are uncertain at
best but that the cost of the regula-
tions are very real, and they are detri-
mental to the human welfare.

Today, EPA often seems too eager to
impose requirements that are dubious
in their health or their environmental
benefits but whose main effect may be
to penalize or to perhaps even stop
commerce or development. So restor-
ing an appropriate equilibrium is vital
if we want to have a healthy people, if
we want to have a healthy economy.

Today, I would like to speak to one
example from my State. There is as it
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relates to ECA. ECA is a reference to
the Emissions Control Area. The EPA
was a major proponent of including the
ocean off southern and southeastern
Alaska in an international emissions
control area. This was an effort to re-
duce emissions from marine vessels
through lowering sulfur standards
within the fuel.

The purpose of the emissions control
areas is to require ships—which, to be
very fair, certainly have significant
emissions—to do their part to curb pol-
lution. This is absolutely reasonable.
The problem we are seeing up north is
that EPA never gathered any air mod-
eling data to support the claim that we
have a problem from ships that travel
up to Alaska. There has been no air
modeling data whatsoever. We have re-
quested. There has been none. More-
over, one of the proposals advanced to
work with the EPA—and we need to be
working with our agencies, as we need
our agencies to be working with us—
was an offer for an equivalent method
to comply with the ECA requirements
in North America. We are the only
State in the country that is not acces-
sible by road. Folks come and visit us
by air and they come in by ship in the
summertime. Tourism is big business
in Alaska. In Juneau, the ships that
are tied up at the docks are utilizing
shoreside services so there are no emis-
sions when they are in the community.
So one of the proposals that was out
there—this equivalency method—would
essentially ask for a tradeoff. If we
have cruise ships emitting nothing
when they are in dock or at shore, off-
set that against those that would be
emitted from vessels out at sea, essen-
tially an averaging. That was rejected
by the EPA.

What has made this particularly dis-
concerting for many Alaskans is that
in the EPA’s justification they cite a
U.S. Forest Service study that purport-
edly found some evidence that emis-
sions from cruise ships in southeast
Alaska could impact the lichen in the
mountains above Juneau. We can see
the mountains up here in this chart.
They are pretty high. There is lichen
up on the top. It is kind of a short,
mossy, green plant. The report went on
to worry that if we have impacted li-
chen growth in Juneau, it could some-
how or other harm the caribou.

Never mind the link that lichen and
cruise ship emissions may be very ten-
uous, there is a bigger problem with
EPA’s reasoning, and anybody from
Alaska would know the problem, which
is there are no caribou in Juneau, AK.
There are no caribou anywhere in
southeastern Alaska. Everyone has
seen my pictures before. Alaska is a
pretty big State. If we are sitting in
Juneau, AK, the caribou herd this re-
port was apparently concerned about is
over 1,000 miles away. There are about
1,000 miles between Juneau and where
the southern Alaska Peninsula caribou
herd cited in the EPA study live—1,000
miles. It would be as if we would make
the assertion a cruise ship sitting in
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Miami might somehow affect the food
supply for bears up in the Pocono
Mountains north of Philadelphia, PA.

I think we need to look at this and
recognize we have a pretty flawed
study to begin with, if the suggestion
is we need to ensure there are no emis-
sions coming from a cruise ship in Ju-
neau because that is going to impact
the lichen which will impact the car-
ibou that don’t happen to live any-
where near Juneau—no closer than
1,000 miles away. So applying these
new fuel standards to save the lichen in
Juneau to feed caribou 1,000 miles from
here will mean vessels plying the
waters of southeast and south central
Alaska—whether they are freight ves-
sels that move just about all our goods
or cruise ships that are the lifeblood of
our tourist economy—will have to
meet the requirement they now burn
low-sulfur diesel at levels suggested
that are, perhaps, not attainable.

The question I think is fair to ask is:
What is the problem with requiring
these cruise ships and these vessels
bringing goods north to Alaska to meet
these standards? What is the problem
with this requirement?

The problem is while these ECA re-
quirements may not have a measurable
positive effect on human health—or
caribou food, for that matter—they
will have a material impact on our cost
of living. Look at the State of Alaska
and the way we get our materials in,
the way we get our foodstuffs, our
hardware, our lumber. It comes to us
over the water. There is some, yes,
that comes in by airplane, but guaran-
teed that is going to cost much more.
There are some that can come up from
the lower 48 across through Canada and
into Alaska that way. But if we want
to talk about increased emissions, that
is surely one way to do it, to put it on
a truck and haul it all the way up here.

So much of our goods come to the
State by water. About 85 percent of the
goods that come to the State of Alaska
come into the Port of Anchorage,
which is sitting right there.

What we see with these ECA regs is
that ships coming out of a port such as
Los Angeles or Long Beach—where my
colleague from California hails from,
and she is here on the floor now—have
hundreds of ships coming in and out
every day, but they are not subject to
this same emissions control area. They
only need to burn this expensive low-
sulfur fuel for a very short time until
they are out of the ECA. The problem
is, when traveling along Alaska’s coast
to bring those goods up to our State,
you are in an area where our air is
pretty clean—our air is very pristine—
but the entire voyage is within this
ECA region. It is all within this emis-
sions control area. So throughout that
entire journey they are required to
burn the lower sulfur, more expensive
fuel.

If this were just going to result in an
increase in cost to the cruise lines or
to the freight haulers that come up to
the State, that might be one thing, but
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I think we recognize the economic re-
ality that every dime that is added to
the cost of doing business in Alaska is
ultimately going to be a dime passed
on and shared by consumers.

The State of Alaska recently cited an
estimate that these new requirements
will increase the shipping costs to the
State of Alaska by 8 percent. One
might say: Hight percent, that is not
that bad. We can live with that. But
the problem we face is that in 2015, just
around the corner, we will see an even
higher standard these vessels will be
held to. At that point in time, the sug-
gestion is that costs could be increased
by as much as 25 percent. That may be
on the high margin, but let’s say some-
where between 8 and 25 percent. Again,
almost every commodity consumed in
our State is transported either by ship
or by ship and plane, with the cost of
freight adding a significant increase to
every item out there.

We are already one of the most ex-
pensive places to live in America, and
rural Alaska is even more expensive. I
check on a weekly basis to find out
what Alaskans are paying for their
fuel, whether it is in the city of An-
chorage or up in Fairbanks or out in
Kwethluk or in the villages. I monitor
that regularly to see how our villages
are faring. In Kotzebue, for instance,
this week they are paying about $7.15
for a gallon of gas. I asked that we put
a link on our Web site to get some pric-
ing on what we are seeing in our com-
munities as it relates to foodstuffs,
things you and I would use in our home
here. Here is a package most of us rec-
ognize. A 10-pound bag of sugar in
Kwethluk is going for $17.25. There is
no other store in Kwethluk, other than
the Native store, so it is not as if they
can go to the Safeway and comparison
shop. It is not as if they can get in
their car and drive to the city or go to
Costco. It just doesn’t happen. There
are no roads in and out of Kwethluk.
You might be able to take an airplane.

A gallon of whole milk costs $30 in
Ambler, that is if you can find whole
milk or any kind of fresh milk. As a
mom who has boys who go through
laundry, I am always looking to see
what people are paying for laundry de-
tergent. In Venetie, a 100-ounce bottle
of Tide goes for $43.50. I had my interns
do a little price comparison on Tide.
Powdered Tide, 56 ounces, in Anchor-
age we are paying $9.98. That is a little
higher than here in Washington. Wash-
ington is about nine bucks. But in
Angoon that same box of Tide is $18.33.
In Barrow it is $22. In McGrath it is $21.
In Bethel it is $21.

So when we talk about increasing the
prices in Alaska by 8 percent, 10 per-
cent, 12 percent, possibly 25 percent
and you are a mom buying a box of
Tide and you are already paying $43,
believe me, 8 percent starts to add up
real quick. When you are trying to buy
a bag of sugar so you can make the
food, put up the jam for the winter, and
you are paying $17.25 in Kwethluk, I
think it is fair to say we are paying at-
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tention to what happens when there
are cost increases.

EPA mandated low-sulfur fuel is esti-
mated to add $100 million in additional
cost to the summer cruise traffic in
Alaska. So one might say, if you can
afford the price of a cruise, that is not
that big of a deal. You increase the
price of the ticket and people will live.
But what happens is that puts Alaska
at a competitive disadvantage when we
are talking about where these busi-
nesses are going to operate. Fourteen
percent of all employment in the State
is directly tied to the tourism indus-
try. So if the cruise lines can’t fully
pass on these increased costs, what
they are going to do is move their
ships. They will take them to other
parts of the world where air quality
standards are different, and we will
have the loss of seasonal visitors. The
money they bring to southeastern
Alaska is a huge part of the local econ-
omy and also to year-round institu-
tions. In Juneau, our regional hospital
is actually able to provide for a higher
standard of care, in part, because of the
high influx of patients it serves during
the summertime.

I would suggest the EPA’s one-size-
fits-all approach to environmental reg-
ulation doesn’t always work. We can’t
quite shoehorn that into in all situa-
tions, and we need to be aware of that.
Again, when we talk about the concept
of environmental justice, we need to
make sure when regulations and rules
are imposed, we are not hurting the
most vulnerable. I would suggest the
people in Kwethluk, who are looking at
the impact of these regulations and
what it is going to mean to them and
their village, they are asking: How do
we survive? How do we live? The an-
swer isn’t for them to move to Wash-
ington, DC. That is not the answer. We
need to get back to balance.

What is happening now is the State
of Alaska has sued the EPA Adminis-
trator in Federal Court to stop the new
requirements from taking effect. Given
the immediacy of the threat these re-
quirements pose to my State, I think
the State’s move to advance the litiga-
tion was the right one. But we
shouldn’t have to sue our own govern-
ment in order to get balanced regula-
tion.

Administrator Lisa Jackson has re-
cently acknowledged that applying
ECA to Alaska has posed a problem.
She recognized that. Unfortunately, we
haven’t seen anything more beyond
those words, and we are still no closer
to a solution. These new requirements
are set to take effect next week, the
initial threshold. I have been raising
this issue with EPA for several years,
but again we are still working and we
have not yet resolved it. I have called
on the President himself to marshal
the State Department to see if ECA
can be amended or some other relief
can be found to eliminate at least this
one burden.

This is something that is touching
Alaskans in a very immediate and a
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very direct way. Again, we want to en-
sure our air is clean, that our water is
clean. We want to be the good
custodians and stewards of our land,
and we are. But we need to be able to
work with our Federal regulators. I
have asked the Administrator and I
have asked the President to work with
us on this.
TED STEVENS DAY

Mr. President, I know my colleague
from California is here to speak, but I
would like the indulgence of the body
for just 2 more minutes to speak on a
little bit of a happy occasion.

TED STEVENS DAY

Mr. President, the day after tomor-
row, on Saturday, Alaskans are going
to be celebrating Ted Stevens Day. As
I travel around the State, whether I am
in Fairbanks or down on the Kenai
River or up in Bethel, down in Ketch-
ikan, everywhere I go, I am reminded
of my good friend and a friend to so
many in this body, Senator Ted Ste-
vens.

It was nearly 2 years ago now that we
lost Uncle Ted to the tragic plane
crash in southwest Alaska. But as trag-
ic as that was, I always stop to remem-
ber that that tragedy struck while Ted
was doing what he loved to do most,
which was enjoying Alaska’s great out-
doors and going fishing, just being out-
doors. His passion for Alaska’s unique
wilderness, his love for fishing, and his
immense affection for the outdoors
really embodies the spirit we are now
advancing in Ted Stevens Day, and the
motto of this day is ‘“Get Out and
Play.”

On the fourth Saturday of July, we
join together to celebrate the life and
the legacy of a man who was really
dedicated to public service, whether it
was his days as a pilot in World War II,
to the four decades he served with us
here in the Senate.

He began working in Alaska long be-
fore statehood. When he came here to
Washington, DC, to represent us in the
Senate, he began a battle for our State
that lasted for 40 years. He fought for
roads, for buildings, and for infrastruc-
ture that new, young States need, as
well as many of the programs that are
in place today that continue on. He
worked to transform not only Alaska
but really the rest of the country as
well.

It is somewhat coincidental that this
Ted Stevens Day coincides with the be-
ginning of the 2012 summer Olympic
games in London. So as Alaskans get
together to get out and play this week-
end under the midnight sun, there are
going to be 530 American athletes who
will begin to embark on a 17-day Olym-
pic journey Senator Stevens helped to
pioneer. It is because of legislation he
championed that the Olympic move-
ment in the United States exists as it
does today.

Back in 1978, he fought for the pas-
sage of the Olympic and Amateur
Sports Act. This was later renamed the
“Ted Stevens Olympic and Amateur
Sports Act’ in his honor and declared
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the U.S. Olympic Committee the cen-
tralized body of all Olympic activities
in the country and ultimately led to
the creation of national governing bod-
ies responsible for the oversight of each
individual Olympic sport—a structure
that is still in place now. He really was
so much an inspiration to the progress
and to the development of the Olympic
movement here in the United States.
Earlier this month, the U.S. Olympic
Committee honored Senator Stevens as
a special contributor in the Class of
2012 U.S. Olympic Hall of Fame.

We all know Senator Stevens was
also a huge proponent of title IX. I
think he would be very proud that for
the first time in American history,
Team USA is comprised of more women
than men. I think that would give him
a smile. But this feat was made pos-
sible by the landmark legislation
passed 40 years ago that opened gym-
nasium doors and leveled the playing
field for women and girls across the
country.

In Alaska, we very often say that Ted
Stevens was larger than life. Today, in
discussing this and bringing this up, we
recognize that on Saturday we are
going to continue a tradition of re-
membering a man who loved Alaska
with a passion. As we go out and bike
and hike and fish, I think many will
share good memories of an amazing
Alaskan, an amazing man, and truly an
amazing American.

I thank the Presiding Officer for the
opportunity to speak a few minutes
about a subject which should, hope-
fully, bring a smile to many of us.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
wish to speak on the Cybersecurity Act
of 2012. I assume that bill is in order
and on the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed is pending.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
come to the floor as the chairman of
the Intelligence Committee to, in my
own way, indicate the seriousness of
the job we are about to begin. I know
there is controversy. I know there are
differences of opinion. But what people
have to understand is that we have
breach after breach now, and they have
become far more numerous, much more
sophisticated, and much more insidious
in recent years.

I want to give a number of examples
of what is happening out there in the
real world, and let me begin by going
back to 2008, when the Pentagon’s clas-
sified military computer networks suf-
fered a ‘‘significant compromise.’”’” That
is according to former Deputy Sec-
retary Bill Lynn in 2010. These
breaches are usually classified at the
time they happen; therefore, people
don’t know about them. So all I am
going to do is run through unclassified
breaches, and even that is beyond com-
prehension. Former Secretary Lynn
also detailed that foreign hackers stole
24,000 U.S. military files in a single at-
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tack on a defense contractor in March
2011.

In the 5 months from October 2011
through February 2012, over 50,000
cyber attacks were reported on private
and governmental networks, with 86 of
those attacks taking place on critical
infrastructure networks. Now, that is
according to the bipartisan Policy Cen-
ter’s Cybersecurity Task Force. Fifty
thousand incidents were the ones that
were reported to the Department of
Homeland Security, so they represent
only a small fraction of the cyber at-
tacks carried out against the United
States.

In December 2011, press reports re-
vealed that the networks of the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce were completely
penetrated for more than a year by
hackers. The hackers apparently had
access to everything in Chamber com-
puters, including member company
communications and industry positions
on U.S. trade policies.

In March 2011, NASA’s Inspector Gen-
eral reported that cyber attacks suc-
cessfully compromised NASA com-
puters. In one attack, intruders stole
150 user credentials that could be used
to gain unauthorized access to NASA
systems.

Another attack at the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory that involved China-based
Internet Protocol addresses let the in-
truders gain full access to key JPL sys-
tems and sensitive user accounts.

Forty-eight companies in the chem-
ical, defense, and other industries were
penetrated during 2011 for at least 6
months by a hacker looking for intel-
lectual property. The cybersecurity
company Symantec attributes some of
these attacks to computers in Hebei,
China.

It became worldwide news when
Google alleged in April of 2011 that
China had compromised hundreds of
Gmail passwords for e-mail accounts of
prominent people, including senior U.S.
officials.

On March 17, 2011, RSA publicly dis-
closed that it had detected a very so-
phisticated cyber attack on its systems
in an attempt to obtain data that
would compromise RSA’s authenti-
cated log-in technology. The data ac-
quired was then used in an attempt to
penetrate Lockheed Martin’s networks.

Between March 2010 and April 2011,
the FBI identified 20 incidents in which
the online banking credentials of small
to medium-sized U.S. businesses were
compromised and used to initiate wire
transfers to Chinese economic and
trade companies. As of April 2011, the
total attempted fraud amounts to ap-
proximately $20 million, and the actual
victim losses are $11 million.

In October 2010, hackers penetrated
the systems of NASDAQ, which
sparked concerns about the severity of
the cyber threat facing the financial
industry.

In January 2011, a hacker extracted
$6.7 million from South Africa’s
Postbank over the New Year’s holiday.

In January 2011, hackers penetrated
the European Union’s carbon trading
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market, which allows organizations to
buy and sell their carbon emissions
quotas, and stole more than $7 million
in credits, forcing the market to shut
down temporarily.

An international computer-crime
ring, broken up in October 2010, si-
phoned about $70 million in a hacking
operation targeting bank accounts of
small businesses, municipalities, and
churches, according to the FBI.

In November 2008, hackers breached
networks at Royal Bank of Scotland’s
WorldPay, allowing them to clone 100
ATM cards and withdraw over $9 mil-
lion from machines in 49 cities.

In December 2008, retail giant TJX
was hacked. The one hacker captured
and convicted, named Maksym
Yastremskiy, is said to have made $11
million from the hack.

In August 2008, computer networks in
Georgia were hacked by unknown for-
eign intruders, most likely at the be-
hest of the Russian Government be-
cause they were coordinated with Rus-
sian military actions against Georgia.

In May 2007, Estonian Government
networks were harassed by a denial-of-
service attack by unknown foreign in-
truders, most likely again at the be-
hest of the Russian Government be-
cause they were part of the worst dis-
pute between the two countries since
the collapse of the Soviet Union.

So, as you can see from some of the
examples above, for years now, the
United States and other countries have
been at the receiving end of multiple,
concerted efforts by nation-states and
non-state actors to hack into our net-
works. These bad actors are infil-
trating our communications, accessing
our secrets, and sapping our economic
health by stealing intellectual prop-
erty. They may also be building a capa-
bility, if necessary in the future, to
wage cyber war. We may not even
know until the attack has been
launched.

These attacks are sophisticated, and
involve hacking techniques that we un-
fortunately now see quite often. Cyber
attacks can come in the form of viruses
and worms, malicious backdoors, logic
bombs, and denial-of-service attacks,
just to name a few.

A groundbreaking unclassified report
from November of last year published
by the Intelligence Community said
cyber intrusions against U.S. compa-
nies cost billions of dollars annually.
The report named China and Russia as
aggressive cyber thieves.

On China, the report said: ‘‘Chinese
actors are the world’s most active and
persistent perpetrators of economic es-
pionage.” We know that sophisticated
attacks from China against financial
and technology companies, such as
Google, resulted in property theft on a
massive scale. Billions of dollars of
trade secrets, technology, and intellec-
tual property are being siphoned each
year from the United States to benefit
the economies of China and other coun-
tries.

On Russia, the report said: ‘“‘Russia’s
intelligence services are conducting a
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range of activities to collect economic
information and technology from U.S.
targets.”” I can assure everyone that
the classified assessments are far more
descriptive and far more devastating.

The examples above are bad enough,
but cyber threats are evolving, and I
am very concerned that the next wave
will come in the form of crippling in-
trusions against the computers that
control powerplants, dams, transpor-
tation hubs, and financial networks in
these United States.

We have already seen the use of cyber
attacks in warfare, when hackers in-
side Russia reportedly took down the
command and control systems in Esto-
nia in 2007. That was 5 years ago,
roughly a lifetime in the realm of
cyber attack capability.

Senior national security experts from
across the political spectrum have
sounded the alarm about this threat.
For Example, Leon Panetta, at his con-
firmation hearing to be Secretary of
Defense, said:

The next Pearl Harbor we confront could
very well be a cyber attack that cripples our
power system, our grid, our security sys-
tems, our financial systems, our govern-
mental systems.

Bob Mueller, Director of the FBI, tes-
tified before the Senate Intelligence
Committee that ‘‘the cyber threat,
which cuts across all programs, will be
the number one threat to our country.”
We are dealing with the No. 1 threat to
the country.

I am pleased to be an original cospon-
sor of the Cybersecurity Act of 2012
with Senators LIEBERMAN, COLLINS,
ROCKEFELLER, and CARPER. I wish to
thank them for their tireless work on
this legislation over the past several
years.

This act has seven titles. Each of
them addresses a key gap in our Na-
tion’s cyber laws. I wish to take a mo-
ment to describe the critical infra-
structure provisions in Title I, but I
wish to focus most of my remarks on
the information-sharing part of the
bill, which makes up Title VII.

Title I covers Critical Infrastructure
Protection, which means protecting
the public and private infrastructure
that underpin our economy and our
way of life—a big deal. A cyber attack
against these networks could open a
dam, crash our financial system, or dis-
able the electric grid. It could stop all
planes and interrupt the FAA—on and
on and on.

Although some critical infrastruc-
ture companies have taken action to
protect their networks, too many of
them have not. It appears that market
forces are insufficient for many critical
infrastructure companies to adopt ade-
quate cybersecurity practices. Thus,
Title I of this bill would create strong
incentives for companies to work with
the Federal Government to establish
standards for critical infrastructure
protection.

Let me be candid. Even though the
bill makes cybersecurity standards vol-
untary, I know many Senators still re-
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sist this idea. I do not. I would have
preferred that this bill include its
original critical infrastructure provi-
sions, which would have mandated
baseline standards for cybersecurity.
But I recognize we have to com-
promise. I recognize this legislation is
a necessary first step to provide some
security, and that compromise to the
voluntary measures in this bill was
necessary. So we have done it. I hope if
and when we see a major cyber attack
against the power grid, or Wall Street,
or a major dam, we won’t see this com-
promise as a mistake.

Other Senators have spoken at
length about critical infrastructure
and other parts of the bill, so let me
move to Title VII, regarding informa-
tion sharing. This is the part the Intel-
ligence Committee has had something
to do with. This title—at least 40 pages
of the bill—covers authorities and pro-
tections for sharing information about
threats to cybersecurity. The informa-
tion-sharing title addresses one of the
main problems I heard from both the
private sector and the government
about existing laws and business prac-
tices when it comes to cyber: that pri-
vate sector companies and the govern-
ment know a lot about the cyber at-
tacks against their networks, but this
information is so stovepiped that no
one is as well protected as they could
be if the information were shared.
That, I believe, is fact.

As the Bipartisan Policy Center’s
Cyber Security Task Force recently
found:

Despite general agreement that we need to
do it, cyber information sharing is not meet-
ing our needs today.

Title VII addresses this problem. It
reduces the legal barriers that hamper
a private entity’s ability to work with
others and the Federal Government to
share cybersecurity threat informa-
tion.

How do we do this? What does that
title do specifically? First, it explicitly
authorizes companies to monitor and
defend their own networks.

Many companies monitor and defend
their own networks today in order to
protect themselves and their cus-
tomers. But we have heard from nu-
merous companies that the law in this
area is unclear, and that sometimes it
is less risky, from a liability perspec-
tive, for them to allow attacks to hap-
pen than to take additional steps to de-
fend themselves. Can you imagine
that? So we make the law clear by giv-
ing companies explicit authority to
monitor and defend their own net-
works.

Secondly, the bill authorizes the
sharing of cyber threat information
among private companies. There have
been concerns that anti-trust laws pre-
vent companies from cooperating on
cyber defense. This bill, in section 702,
clearly says:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any private entity may disclose lawfully
obtained cybersecurity threat indicators to
any other private entity in accordance with
this section.
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Third, the bill authorizes the govern-
ment, which will largely mean (in prac-
tice) the Intelligence Community—I
hope the DNI—to share classified infor-
mation about cyber threats with appro-
priately cleared organizations outside
of the government.

Traditionally, only government em-
ployees and contractors have been eli-
gible to receive security clearances,
and therefore to gain access to na-
tional secrets. To put it another way,
those with a valid ‘‘need to know”
most security secrets are within the
government.

That isn’t true, though, for cyberse-
curity. In this case, we cannot restrict
classified information tightly within
government—the companies that un-
derpin our Nation’s economy and way
of life have a ‘‘need to know’’ about the
nature of cyber attacks so they can
better secure their systems.

It is not sufficient for the govern-
ment to be able to defend itself against
an attack. It is also necessary for com-
panies such as Google, or an institu-
tion such as NASDAQ, to be able to
protect themselves and to use all pos-
sible defenses that we can help provide
to them.

Under this bill, companies are able to
qualify to receive classified informa-
tion. They will be certified and then
able to obtain classified information
about what cyber threats to look out
for.

Fourth, the bill establishes a system
through which any private sector enti-
ty—whether a power utility, a defense
contractor, a telecom company, or oth-
ers—can share cyber threat informa-
tion with the government.

When it comes to cyber, information
sharing must be a two-way street. Of-
tentimes, the private sector has impor-
tant information about cyber intru-
sions that the government doesn’t pos-
sess. After all, the private sector is the
one on the frontlines of incoming cyber
assault, so companies are often best
able to understand the attack.

The private sector should be able to
share that information with the gov-
ernment so that the government can
protect itself and fulfill its responsi-
bility to warn others about the threat.
So let me describe how this bill allows
for and encourages that information
sharing, and most importantly, let me
describe the liability protections that
companies receive for doing so.

The Secretary of Homeland Security,
in consultation with the Attorney Gen-
eral, the Secretary of Defense, and the
Director of National Intelligence,
would designate one or more Federal
cybersecurity exchanges. We envision
that these exchanges would be an exist-
ing entity, such as one of the existing
Federal cybersecurity centers.

Private companies would share cyber
threat information with these ex-
changes directly. These exchanges
must be civilian entities, which is im-
portant to a number of Senators. They
will have procedures in place to share
that information as quickly as possible
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with other parts of the government.
The information is protected from dis-
closure under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act. It cannot be used in a regu-
latory enforcement action.

This exchange would serve as a focal
point for information sharing with the
government. Having a single focal
point would establish a single point of
contact for the private sector. Other-
wise we would have chaos. Some people
want multiple points. It is difficult to
do and still maintain the security that
is necessary.

We think this approach solves the
problem. Having a single focal point is
also more efficient for the government.
It would help eliminate stovepipes, be-
cause right now there are dozens of dif-
ferent parts of the government receiv-
ing information from the private sector
about cyber threats they are encoun-
tering. It is all over the map. It would
also make privacy and civil liberties
oversight easier, which I know inter-
ests you, Mr. President. I will describe
that in a moment.

Finally, it should save taxpayers
money, because it is more efficient to
manage—and that has to be a con-
cern—and oversee the operation of one
entity versus many entities.

Let me now describe the all-impor-
tant liability protections that are such
a critical part of this.

Section 706 of the bill provides liabil-
ity protection for the voluntary shar-
ing of cyber threat information with
the Federal exchange.

The bill reads:

No civil or criminal cause of action shall
lie or be maintained in any Federal or State
court against any entity [that means a com-
pany] acting as authorized by this title, and
any such action shall be dismissed promptly
for . .. the voluntary disclosure of a law-
fully obtained cybersecurity threat indicator
to a cybersecurity exchange.

That is section 706(a). It is clear as a
bell. In other words, a company is im-
mune from lawsuit over sharing cyber
threat information with a Federal ex-
change. The same immunity applies to
the following: companies that monitor
their own networks; cybersecurity
companies that share threat informa-
tion with their customers; companies
that share information with a critical
infrastructure owner or operator; and
companies that share threat informa-
tion with other companies, as long as
they also share that information with
the Federal exchange within a reason-
able time. This ‘‘reasonable, good
faith” defense is also available for the
use of defensive countermeasures.

If a company shared information in a
way other than the five ways I have
just mentioned, it still receives a legal
defense under this bill from suit if the
company can make a reasonable, good-
faith showing that the information-
sharing provisions permitted that shar-
ing.

Further, no civil or criminal cause of
action can be brought against a com-
pany, an officer, an employee, or an
agency of a company for the reasonable
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failure to act on information received
through information-sharing mecha-
nisms set up by this bill.

Basically—and this is important;
please listen—the only way anyone
participating in the information-shar-
ing system can be held liable is if they
were found to have knowingly violated
a provision of the bill or acted in gross
negligence.

So there are very strong liability
protections for anyone who shares in-
formation about cyber threats—which
is completely voluntary—under this
bill.

Now, what information will be shared
with the exchange? Information that
should be shared includes—but is not
limited to—malware threat signatures,
known malicious Internet Protocol, or
IP, addresses, and immediate cyber at-
tack incident details.

The exchanges would be able to share
this information in as close to real
time as possible over networks. That is
the only way for the private sector and
the government to stay a step ahead of
our cyber adversaries.

What kind of information can they
share? We define this information in
our bill as ‘‘cybersecurity threat indi-
cators.” We define this term to include
only information that is ‘‘reasonably
necessary’” to describe the technical
attributes of cyber attacks. This is not
a license for the government to take in
and distribute private citizens’ infor-
mation. Rather, it is narrowly tailored
to cover information that relates spe-
cifically to a cyber attack.

In addition to narrowly defining
what information can be shared with
an exchange, our bill also requires the
Federal Government to adopt a very
robust privacy and civil liberties over-
sight regime for information shared
under this title. There are multiple
layers of oversight from different parts
of the Executive Branch, including the
Department of Justice, the inde-
pendent Privacy and Civil Liberties
Oversight Board, as well as the Con-
gress. I wish to direct Members to the
privacy and civil liberties protections
on pages 185 through 192 of this bill for
the litany of procedures, reviews, and
reports that are required.

We have worked closely with several
Senators, including the Presiding Offi-
cer, Senator FRANKEN, and Senators
DURBIN, COONS, AKAKA, BLUMENTHAL,
and SANDERS on these protections, and
I really thank them all for their efforts
in that regard. I think my colleagues
have really helped the bill become a
better bill.

I would also be remiss if I didn’t show
my great appreciation of the work and
leadership of the majority leader for
his unrelenting focus on getting this
bill to the floor and making time to
have this debate. It is infinitely better
having this debate now rather than
after a major cyber attack. My great-
est worry is that we wouldn’t pass
something.

The perfect cannot be the enemy of
the good. This legislation is unprece-
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dented. It will take some steps. We will
find other steps we will need to take.
We will need to come back to it and
come back to it because technology is
moving so quickly.

I think this is as important a bill as
I have seen in my 20 years in the Sen-
ate. I know what is out there. I know
what some other countries are doing. I
know what some bad actors are doing.
The time has come to protect ourselves
and take some action.

I hope we will have the support, and
I urge my colleagues to vote for this
bill.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HONORING AMBASSADORS TO PAKISTAN AND

AFGHANISTAN

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
am here today to express my sincere
appreciation and thanks and admira-
tion to a number of our distinguished
Foreign Service officers who were simi-
larly lauded by Senator MCCAIN earlier
today. I heard his remarks, and I wish
to be associated with them.

I wish to express my thanks to three
very brave and able men who have
served this country under the most de-
manding and difficult conditions, re-
quiring huge personal courage as well
as insight and strong action. They are
Ryan Crocker, who has served as Am-
bassador to Afghanistan; his deputy
who will replace him shortly, James
Cunningham; and our Ambassador to
Pakistan, Cameron Munter. What they
share and what they have given us in
these two critical posts is the best of
our Nation’s public service and foreign
service.

I had occasion to meet both Ambas-
sador Crocker and Ambassador
Cunningham on a number of visits to
Afghanistan and to be briefed by both
of them, so I know personally how ex-
traordinarily honest and forthright
they are in the insight and intelligence
they give to congressional visitors.
And many of us have been among those
visitors and many of us have met with
them, so I know others have had that
experience as well. I know them both
to be extremely capable and intel-
ligent, thoughtful, and insightful. They
understand the complexities of this re-
gion, and they have succeeded in main-
taining strong relationships with our
partners in Afghanistan and Pakistan
to the extent they were able to do so
amid the most complex and chal-
lenging circumstances.

Somehow, in between all of the chal-
lenges they faced on the ground day to
day, they also welcomed congressional
visitors with extraordinary grace and
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graciousness and generosity. I was
proud to be one of them in visiting
both Pakistan and Afghanistan.

I wish to recognize particularly the
efforts of Ambassador Munter in ad-
dressing the supply chain of IED—im-
provised explosive device—ingredients,
the fertilizer and other chemicals that
compose the roadside bombs that have
literally caused more than half of our
Nation’s casualties in Afghanistan.
Those ingredients are smuggled, some-
times in broad daylight, across the bor-
der from Pakistan. He has worked hard
and made a valuable contribution in
challenging the Government of Paki-
stan to do better, and to confront the
threat and to ensure interagency co-
ordination between the Department of
State and the Department of Defense
in confronting and attacking the IED
network. He has written to me person-
ally, and I thank him for his commit-
ment to a cause that others have also
made a priority, including Dr. Ashton
Carter, presently Deputy Secretary of
Defense. Together, we worked on this
issue and made progress, but so much
more must be done to stop the flow of
IED bomb-making material across the
border which does such horrific, de-
structive damage to our troops. One
need only visit the Bethesda Naval
Center to see it firsthand. Our hearts
go out to the young men—principally
men—and women and their families
who are victims of these bombs. Thank
you to Ambassador Munter for making
it a priority.

I thank Ambassador Crocker likewise
for working on this problem as he led
the Embassy in Kabul through pro-
foundly and deeply challenging times.
When we here in Washington revise our
policy toward Afghanistan and as we
go through those revisions now, he has
adopted and he has carried out policies,
and he has served well our national in-
terests, even in the midst of change
and challenge.

I welcome Deputy Ambassador
Cunningham to his new post. I have
worked and been briefed by him. I, in
fact, stayed with him in the Embassy.
I have seen his keen insight, his quiet,
understated manner, and his strength
and will.

Indeed, all of these men are men of
intellect, but they are also men of ac-
tion, committed to delivering results
to the Nation. They are men of loyalty
and courage.

I will just finish on this note. Nobody
should underestimate the courage that
is required to serve in these positions.
Anyone who has visited these countries
knows the threat of physical danger is
ever-present not only to the brave men
and women who serve in uniform in our
Armed Forces but to our diplomats
who every day put their lives on the
line to serve us. So I thank not only
them but the thousands of men and
women who have served with them in
Afghanistan, in Pakistan, and in other
countries, at postings in places whose
names most Americans can barely pro-
nounce. They have demonstrated the
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kind of bravery that Ambassadors
Crocker, Munter, and Cunningham
have every day. They deserve our
thanks and our good wishes as they
leave their present posts—as Ambas-
sador Crocker retires—and our good
wishes for continued success for the
sake of their lives and for the sake of
our Nation.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

GUNS IN AMERICA

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I, like
everyone else in America, have fol-
lowed the terrible tragedy in Aurora,
CO. Just awful. I was particularly
moved when I read in one of our local
papers the bios of the 12 who had died.
So many of them were young, in the
prime of life, in their late teens and
early twenties. So many of them were
brave, protecting others—a child, a
girlfriend, a friend. I was so upset on
reading this, seeing these people’s lives
snuffed out, just as they had great fu-
tures ahead of them—for nothing.

It was the same Kkind of feeling I had
after the World Trade Center—of
course, magnified by much more be-
cause SO many more people died, and I
actually knew some of the people who
died. But the same senseless Killing of
innocent people occurred.

Of course, in the days after the trag-
edy, and as the dust settled—it will
never settle for the families whom my
heart goes out to—we began our usual
discussion about guns in America, and
there were many voices on all different
sides.

As somebody who has been very in-
volved in these issues, I gave it some
thought and wanted to share with my
colleagues and with my constituents
and my country some thoughts about
this.

The question that comes up is: Can
we do anything about guns in society?
Of course, many would ask: Should we
do anything about guns in society?
Even the very thoughtful and erudite
member of my own party, the Governor
of Colorado, said a ban on weapons
would not have stopped this tragedy
from occurring, in all likelihood.

So I wish to share some of my
thoughts briefly.

The bottom line is, maybe we can
come together once and for all on the
issue of guns if each side gave some. I
have thought about this for a while.

As you know, Mr. President, I was
the House author—the leader, of
course, was my colleague from Cali-
fornia—of the assault weapons ban. I
am even prouder of the Brady law,
where I was probably the leader, and
that has saved so many lives.

So the question is: When we were
able to pass those kinds of
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groundbreaking laws, why are we so
paralyzed now?

Part of the reason—and this has not
been mentioned—is that crime has ac-
tually decreased dramatically in Amer-
ica for a whole lot of reasons. I prob-
ably do not share the views of some of
my colleagues on this side of the aisle
as to why it happened. I am a pretty-
tough-on-crime guy. But when crime
went down, the broad middle that
wanted to do whatever it took to stop
crime—I remember how it ravaged my
city—stopped caring as much because
they were safer. That is logical. So
they sort of exited the field. Law en-
forcement, which had been some of our
best allies in supporting the assault
weapons ban and the Brady law, sort of
left the debate. The debate was simply
left to those who cared the most, a
very small number on the side of more
active laws against gun control and a
much larger number on the side of
those who were opposed.

I know you read in the newspapers:
the power of money and the NRA. I
have to say this, as somebody who has
opposed the NRA and has been written
up regularly in their magazines in not
the most flattering way, the NRA’s
main strength is because they have 2,
3, 4 million people who care passion-
ately about this issue, who may not
care about other issues, and who are
mobilized at the drop of a hat. So when
there is a bill on the floor of the Senate
which a majority of Americans may
support—a majority of Americans sup-
port the ban on assault weapons—even
people in my State like New York hear
much more from the people who are op-
posed to the assault weapons ban than
the people who are for it. Now, 20 years
ago, that would not have happened,
again, because I think, more than any
other reason, crime was so ravaging
our communities that average folks
would call and complain and worry
about too many guns in society, which
I think there still are now.

In any case, given that situation,
which exists, that the activists, the
people who care about this issue the
most—not the majority of people—are
on the side of no limitations or few
limitations on guns, how can we ad-
dress that balance?

I think there can be a balance. Those
on my side who believe strongly in
some controls on guns have to ac-
knowledge that there is a right to bear
arms. It perplexed many in the pro-gun
movement how liberals would read the
first, third, fourth, fifth, sixth amend-
ments as broadly as possible, but when
it came to the second amendment, they
saw it through a pinhole—it only re-
lated to militias, which, frankly, is a
narrow, narrow, narrow reading of the
second amendment.

There were many back then in the
1980s and 1990s in the pro-gun control
movement who basically felt there was
no right to bear arms. I think in part,
because of that, those on the other side
of the issue became kind of extreme
themselves. Their worry was that the
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real goal of the left was not simply to
have rational, if you will, laws that
might limit the use of guns—what guns
could be had, how many clips, who
could have them; criminals, the men-
tally infirm—but, rather, that was just
a smokescreen to get rid of guns. And
there was enough evidence back in the
1980s and 1990s that people actually
wanted to do that.

So if you look at the ads from the
NRA and the groups even farther over,
the gun owners of America, their basic
complaint is that the CHUCK SCHUMERS
of the world want to take away your
gun, even if it is the hunting rifle your
Uncle Willie gave you when you were
14.

I think it would be very important
for those of us who are for gun con-
trol—some rational laws on guns—to
make it clear once and for all that is
not our goal, to make it clear that the
belief is that the second amendment
does matter, that there is a right to
bear arms, just like there is a right to
free speech and others, and if you are
an average, normal American citizen,
you have the right to bear arms.

I think if the people who are pro-gun
and from the more rural areas, and dif-
ferent than Brooklyn, the city I am
from, were convinced that there was a
broad consensus even in the pro-gun
control movement that there was a
right to bear arms, they might get off
their haunches a little bit. I think that
is important for this part of the com-
promise. So the Heller decision, which
basically said that—and now is the law
of the land, but was not until a few
years ago—should not be something
that is opposed by those who are for ra-
tional laws on guns.

I saw that even the Brady organiza-
tion, that I have worked very closely
with—Jim and Sarah Brady helped us
pass the assault weapons ban and the
Brady law; I have worked with them
closely and have known them for dec-
ades—but even the Brady organization,
which in the past had not had that po-
sition, is now beginning to embrace it.
I think that is for the good, and I think
people should know that.

Once we establish that it is in the
Constitution, it is part of the American
way of life—even though some do not
like that—but once we establish that
basic paradigm: that no one wants to
abolish guns for everybody or only
allow a limited few to have them under
the most limited circumstances—this
is on a national level—then maybe we
can begin the other side of the dialog.

The other side of the dialog is, once
you know no one is going to take away
your gun, if you are not a felon—your
shotgun that you like to go hunting
with or a sidearm if you are a store
owner in a crime-ridden area—we can
then say to those on the other side: OK.
We understand that it is unfair to read
the second amendment so narrowly and
read all the other amendments so
broadly, and you have seen us as doing
that. But, in response, we would say,
and I would say, that no amendment is
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absolute, and whether it is in reaction
to what happened in the 1980s and the
1990s or because of fanaticism, or for
maybe fundraising reasons, it seems
that too many on the pro-gun side be-
lieve the second amendment is as abso-
lute, or more absolute, than all the
other amendments. They are taking
the converse position to what I men-
tioned before—the left seeing the sec-
ond amendment as minuscule, but the
right seeing the second amendment as
broader than every other amendment.

Certainly, the right believes in
antipornography laws. That is a limita-
tion on the first amendment. Cer-
tainly, most people in America believe
what—I think it was Oliver Wendell
Holmes or Louis D. Brandeis who said:
You cannot falsely scream ‘‘fire’” in a
crowded theater. That, too, was a limi-
tation on the first amendment.

Every amendment is a balancing
test. That is what the Constitution has
said.

No amendment is absolute or our so-
ciety would be tied in a complete knot.
And so we say to our colleagues, this is
not a partisan issue completely. There
are some Republicans who are for gun
control and some Democrats who op-
pose it completely. It seems to be more
of a regional issue than almost an ideo-
logical issue. But we would say to our
colleagues from the pro-gun side of
things, look, there is a right to bear
arms. We are not trying to take guns
away from people we do not have any
reason to take them away from. But
you have to then admit that you can-
not be so rigid, so doctrinaire that
there should be no limitation on the
second amendment.

The Brady law is a reasonable limita-
tion on the second amendment, saying
that felons or the mentally infirm or
spousal abusers should not have a gun.
The Heller decision acknowledged that
those kinds of reasonable limitations
did not violate the second amendment,
just as the Court has recognized they
are limitations that do not violate the
first amendment, all because it is a
balancing test.

So I would argue—and we can all find
the balance in different ways—not only
is the Brady law a reasonable limita-
tion on the second amendment, it is
not interfering with the average per-
son’s right to bear arms, but neither
are the assault weapons. I know there
was an argument between my colleague
from California, with whom I agree,
and my colleague from Wisconsin, with
whom I do not agree: An AR-15 is used
for hunting. But I have heard people
say you should be able to buy a ba-
zooka or a tank. My view is, the as-
sault weapons ban that was passed,
which was a rather modest bill, was
less important in saving lives than the
Brady law by many degrees. But I
would argue it is a reasonable thing to
do. A limitation that says you should
not be able buy a magazine that holds
1,000 rounds, that is a reasonable thing
to do. Rules that say we should be able
to trace where a gun originated so we
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can find those who are violating some
of these limitations such as the Brady
law—gun shops that do not check your
background even though they are re-
quired to by law—is a reasonable thing
to do. Again, we can debate where to
draw the line of reasonableness.

But we might, might, might—and I
do not want to be too optimistic here,
having years and years of having gone
through this—but we might be able to
come to an agreement in the middle
where we say, yes, there is a right to
bear arms, and, yes, there can be rea-
sonable limitations on the second
amendment just as there can be on oth-
ers.

That is the place I suggest we try to
go. Maybe, maybe, we can break
through the hard ideological lines that
have been drawn on this issue. Maybe,
maybe, maybe we can tell those who
are at the extremes on the far right
and the far left that we disagree with
you. And maybe, maybe, maybe we
could pass some laws that might,
might, might stop some of the unneces-
sary tragedies that have occurred, or,
at the very least, when you have some-
one who is mentally infirm, such as the
shooter in Aurora, limit the damage
they are able to do. Maybe.

But I would suggest the place to start
here is for us to admit there is a right
to bear arms, admit the Heller decision
has a place in the Constitution, just
like decisions that supported the other
amendments, and at the same time say
that does not mean that right is abso-
lute. That is just a suggestion. I have
been thinking about this since I read
those horrible articles about those
young men and women being killed. I
would welcome comments, particularly
from my colleagues on the other side of
this issue, whether they be Democrat
or Republican, on those thoughts.

Just as we have fought over and over
and over again on so many issues, and
we have gotten into our corners—there
may be none that we have gotten into
our corners on more than on gun con-
trol. Maybe it is time, as on those
other issues, to come out of the corners
and try, people of good will, who will
disagree and come from different parts
of the country with different needs,
maybe there is a way we can come to-
gether and try and try to break
through the logjam and make the
country a better place.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate proceed
to a period of morning business, with
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Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

19TH INTERNATIONAL AIDS
CONFERENCE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am
proud that the 19th biennial Inter-
national AIDS conference is being held
in the Nation’s Capital after 22 years of
being held abroad.

President Obama was instrumental
in bringing the conference back to the
United States by announcing in Octo-
ber 2009 that the United States would
lift its entry restriction on people liv-
ing with HIV.

The United States has been the lead-
er in combating the scourge of HIV/
AIDS, and it is fitting that this signifi-
cant meeting of the best and brightest
scientists, philanthropists, activists,
government leaders, and people living
with HIV/AIDS is taking place in
Washington, DC.

It is made even more symbolic by the
fact that Washington, DC, has the
highest rate of AIDS than any city in
the Nation.

As we look to ‘“‘Turn the Tide To-
gether,” as the theme of the conference
indicates, we must continue to support
a number of long-term strategies both
at home and around the world, building
on the successes we have seen in the
past few decades.

Significant scientific breakthroughs
have been made this year alone, and we
can see investments we have made to
fight HIV/AIDS beginning to pay off.

The National Institutes of Health, for
example, released a study last fall on
the HPTN 052 clinical trial that showed
that if newly infected individuals start-
ed antiretroviral treatment when their
immune systems are relatively
healthy, they are 96 percent less likely
to transmit the virus to their
uninfected partner.

Others report that the cost of treat-
ing HIV is four times less than pre-
viously thought. And now more than
ever, scientists believe that an effec-
tive HIV vaccine is within reach.

These are amazing breakthroughs
and could reflect the beginning of the
end as we work toward an AIDS-free
generation.

This past year new infection rates
and AIDS deaths decreased. Twenty
percent more people had access to
antiretroviral therapy worldwide in
2011 than they did in 2010.

These numbers don’t appear out of
thin air—they correlate to increased
investments from the United States
and the Global Fund. This is a time
when we must continue funding our in-
vestments to fight HIV/AIDS.

But let’s talk about how we have
achieved these amazing results.

President Bush was instrumental in
establishing PEPFAR. The President’s
Emergency Plan For AIDS Relief was
initially a $15 billion commitment over
5 years to fight the AIDS pandemic.
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Today, PEPFAR is one of the largest
health initiatives ever established by a
single country and remains critical to
saving millions of lives.

PEPFAR is a strongly bipartisan pro-
gram, and since its inception, it has di-
rectly supported nearly 13 million peo-
ple with access to care and services.

As of 2011, the United States sup-
ported lifesaving antiretroviral treat-
ment for more than 3.9 million men,
women, and children worldwide.

PEPFAR counseled 9.8 million preg-
nant women to test them for HIV/
AIDS, allowing more than 200,000 ba-
bies to be born AIDS-free.

Another key ally in the fight against
AIDS is the Global Fund.

The Global Fund was established in
2002 as a public-private partnership, re-
quiring the buy-in of grant recipient
countries. These participants must
commit to continuing the program and
serving its people after the Global
Fund grant expires.

This novel approach has proved wild-
ly successful. To date, the Global Fund
has supported more than 1,000 pro-
grams in 151 countries and provided
AIDS treatment to over 3 million peo-
ple.

The United States must continue to
be a leading supporter of the Global
Fund.

The generosity of the American peo-
ple has improved and saved lives,
stemmed the spread of HIV/AIDS, and
provided medicine, hospitals, and clin-
ics to those who are infected.

Together, PEPFAR and the Global
Fund have built health care systems
where none existed before and allowed
individuals infected with HIV/AIDS to
dream of a future.

These programs also ensure that the
countries we are working in play a part
in helping their own people survive and
thrive.

While we have made significant
progress in combating HIV/AIDS, we
cannot be complacent.

Here in the Nation’s Capital, the
AIDS rate is higher than in some Sub-
Saharan African countries, and infec-
tion rates are even growing in some de-
mographics.

In Illinois, 37,000 individuals are liv-
ing with AIDS, with 80 percent of them
residing in Chicago.

Internationally, the gains that we
have made could easily be lost; the in-
crease of infections in Southeast Asia,
Russia, and the Ukraine—places that
have historically had low infection
rates is alarming.

If we lose our focus or if inter-
national donors stop contributing to
key programs, we lose out on the mo-
mentum built in recent years to com-
bat this disease.

That is why it is good that this ad-
ministration continues to push for an
AIDS-free generation.

Secretary Clinton announced three
new efforts during this week’s con-
ference: $15 million in implementation
research to identify specific interven-
tions, $20 million for a challenge fund
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to support country-led efforts to ex-
pand se